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Abstract
Competition for donors and dollars between higher education and the non-profit sector has never
been greater, with Americans giving nearly $450 billion in philanthropic support to charitable
organizations in 2019 (IUPUI, 2020). Alumni of higher education institutions are a natural
constituency group with a history of giving back to support student needs and programs.
New research in fundraising for higher education analyzing generational giving behaviors of
alumni graduate donors could help universities better understand their giving results and support
the innovation of new fundraising strategies and best practices. This quantitative research study
used historical giving data to examine the generational giving behaviors of alumni graduate
donors from a regional four-year public university. Generational giving behaviors of alumni
graduates are important to consider as significant wealth transfers are forecast to take place as
the Baby Boomers age and pass their wealth to the younger generations (Beckman, 2020). This
study found statistically significant relationships for alumni graduate donors between
generational groups over lifetime giving data and transactions, several types of student
engagement, and preferences for gift designations. The results of this study may provide a better
understanding of alumni giving behaviors and could help universities address declining
participation rates for a group of constituents who should be the most generous givers. Future
research in higher education alumni giving and engagement inspired through this study could
include examining family giving behaviors to alma mater, or evaluating for a relationship
between generation and alumni volunteering and community service.

Keywords: Generational Giving, Public Higher Education, Fundraising, Alumni Giving, Student
Engagement/Giving
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
This research study looked closely at the generational giving behaviors of alumni from a
regional four-year public university. For decades, in order to address budget deficiencies due to
decreasing public funding, higher education led the way in fundraising and developed the best
practices that have been translated and used by thousands of non-profits to improve their
fundraising practices (Bernot, 2020). As a result, competition for donors and dollars between
higher education and the non-profit sector has never been greater. In 2019, Americans gave
nearly $450 billion in philanthropic support to charitable organizations (IUPUI, 2020). Alumni
of higher education institutions are a natural constituency group with a history of giving back to
support student needs and programs. Moreover, generational giving habits are also important to
consider as significant wealth transfers are forecast to take place as the Baby Boomers age and
pass their wealth to the younger generations (Beckman, 2020). New research in fundraising for
higher education, taking generation into account and specific to its alumni base, could help
universities better understand their giving results and support the innovation of new fundraising
strategies and best practices.
Context of the Study
Public funding for higher education has been on a steady decline since the Great
Recession of 2008-09 (Mitchell, et al., 2014). Amidst the greatest economic downturn since the
Great Depression, states throughout the country cut budgets fast and deep; higher education
experienced cuts as high as 20-30%, seeing only minimal recovery over the last 10 years
(McNichol & Waxman, 2017). Governed by laws and traditions that require balanced budgets,
states are limited in their response to decreases in federal funding. According to McNichol and
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Waxman (2017), states have three options available to them in order to maintain a balanced
budget; cut spending, increase revenue or utilize reserve funds.
Likewise, higher education is forced to respond to federal and state funding decreases
through their own budget adjustments. Institutions have the grim options of increasing tuition,
cutting spending and/or they must identify and secure alternative sources of revenue (Mitchell, et
al., 2014). As such, tuition increases have been significant over the last decade, as decreasing
public funding has forced the hand of higher education to pass along their increased costs and
decreased public funding to students (Mitchell, et al., 2014). Raising tuition has the negative
effect of increasing student debt as well as declining enrollment, with the lower-income student
populations priced out of the market. Budget cuts across higher education have also led to a
decline in quality through eliminated faculty and staff positions, increased class sizes, the closure
of satellite campuses and the elimination of courses, programs and services (Mitchell, et al.,
2014). Private support can be an alternative revenue source, but universities without significant
endowments built through major fundraising campaigns have no choice but to raise tuition and
cut their budgets (Mitchell, et al., 2017).
A connection can be made between the need for alternative revenue sources and the
nearly $50 billion of private funding designated to higher education through various giving
methods in 2019. The largest year in private giving ever reported to the Council for
Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) was 2019, since it started collecting data in
1960 (CASE, 2020). This record report was also the 10th consecutive year of increased giving to
higher education, indicating the strength of recent trends in philanthropy for the sector (CASE,
2020). At a time when private funding is needed to help fill budget gaps due to declining public
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funding, this record level of giving could be analyzed to understand who is fulfilling the call for
support and how higher education is achieving these record results.
College and university alumni are natural donor prospects for institutions because of their
existing relationship through the investment in their education. Alumni giving back to their
higher education institutions occurred as early as the mid-1800s (Curti & Nash, 1965). Nearly
100 years later, in the late 20th century, institutions began driving this financial support through
the creation and implementation of alumni giving programs (Miller, 1993; Rudolph, 1990). The
internalization of the role of being an alumnus(a) has driven the strategies behind these
programs, as the personal behaviors and expectations to develop a sense of alumni identity has
been found to have a relationship to their giving behaviors (McDearmon, 2010).
Despite the growing effort and financial investment made in developing college and
university fundraising programs, alumni participation and giving rates have been declining for
two straight decades (CASE, 2015). On the surface, record-high giving and decreasing alumni
participation seems a contradiction. In 2019, CASE shared the news of the largest dollars in
individual giving to education in the history of its reporting; however, another trend indicates
that a small percentage of alumni are giving the majority of the dollars, resulting in the decline of
the overall alumni participation rates (Lara & Johnson, 2014; Skari & Ullman, 2012). A better
understanding of alumni giving behaviors is needed to not only address this decline in
participation, but also to identify opportunities to reverse these declining participation giving
trends. A university’s alumni base should be the most generous givers to their higher education
institutions.
College and university giving programs are using innovative events and technology to
personalize appeals and share stories of the impact of giving with donor prospects, especially
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including their alumni. Effective higher education giving programs include components of
recognition and stewardship. These programs are developed through the lens of donor motivation
(Wiedmer, 2015). According to Bordon, et al. (2014), one of the key demographic identifiers of
alumni donors is age. Further, Tsao and Coll (2005) suggest that alumni donors are an aging
population and their research inspires a closer examination of alumni giving by generation.
Based upon Blackbaud’s (2018) definitions of the generations, there are four generational
groups old enough to be college and university alumni and young enough to be in the donor
prospect pool for higher education fundraising programs. The Traditionalists are the oldest
generation of alumni donors defined to have been born between 1900 and 1945, and represent
the most generous in dollars and participation in giving (Wiedmer, 2015; Clause, n.d.). The
Baby Boomers are the next oldest, born between 1946 and 1964 with a tremendous population
and a significant accumulation of wealth and a self-focused lifestyle (David, et al., 2017).
Generation X follows, a substantially smaller generation by numbers and a tradition of
innovation in technology, with birthdates generally between 1961 and 1980 (Katz, 2017).
Finally, the Millennials are the youngest group of alumni donors, born between 1980 and 1999;
as a group, they are the second-largest living generation and are community oriented, seeking a
sense of meaning in their lives (Wiedmer, 2015). Over the next 30 years, trillions of dollars in
wealth are expected to transfer from the older to the younger generations, providing a significant
source of wealth that could impact philanthropy (Beckman, 2020). As colleges and universities
seek to better understand donor constituents and what motivates giving, perhaps it could be
helpful to consider values and behaviors based upon generational groups.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to consider alumni giving data from a regional public fouryear institution by generation, to determine if relationships exist between generational categories
and giving behaviors. Data and research generated through studies and technology platforms
pertaining to college and university alumni suggest that personalized giving programs are most
successful (Wiedmer, 2015). The product of this study will help fundraisers inspire giving
among its alumni population if a relationship exists between total giving and giving participation
rates for generational groups.
Updated research on alumni giving and engagement during the student experience is
lacking. There is a general assumption that university alumni are natural donor prospects for
their schools (Gillies, 2013). As a result of this assumption, fundraising best practices emphasize
the importance of building a case for support during the student experience with the goal of
developing alumni affinity to support the institution following graduation (Gillies, 2013).
Schmidt (2015) cites alumni mistrust of the institution for a major barrier in giving and identifies
sources of that mistrust to include not understanding the need or use of the dollars. Additional
research, including and in addition to what is found through this study, could look at
involvement in student organizations by generation and its potential connection to giving
behaviors later on as alumni.
This study also analyzed preferences in methods of giving and gift designation by
generation. An identified connection between generation and method of giving could help
support the innovation of new giving opportunities. An analysis of the intended impact of
alumni giving, or gift designation, to see if a relationship exists by generation could also help
procure a sense of understanding behind the motivation of giving by group. An alumni giving
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program that could base its fundraising strategies off of the attributes and personal interests of
generational groups, may be able to impact the declining participation rates of what should be its
most generous group of donors.
Theoretical Framework Guiding Research
Overall fundraising metrics for higher education as well as an understanding of alumni
giving trends are critical to giving this study purpose and perspective (Bernot, 2020).
Universities and colleges raised over $47 billion in 2017-18, representing roughly 10% of the
overall giving in the United States during that same timeframe (Nonprofit Source, 2018).
Examining giving designation by generations, it has been noted that in a study of 2018
donations, higher education was not in the top three designations for any of the five living
generations – with local social services being a top designation and religious, health, animals and
children’s charities rounding out the top giving choices for the various generations (Otten, 2018).
These studies and articles indicate a need for higher education to look more closely at what is
happening in regard to alumni interests in giving.
Philanthropy and the understanding of the motivation behind giving, at its very basic
level, can be compared to a business transaction (Lara & Johnson, 2014). Making a gift to an
organization is a charitable act; however, Lara and Johnson’s (2014) analysis finds that alumni
donors also serve their own self-interests for giving, such as receiving a tax deduction or earning
social capital. Lara and Johnson (2014) also found that donor motivation can be quantified by
applying the economic theory of philanthropic giving, developed from a supply function of
giving in consumer theory. Conversely, Gurvis (2016) offered an analysis of generosity and
behavioral economics to show how alumni may not be receptive to fundraising program
strategies. These applications are fairly limited, considering that giving is a developmental
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process, influenced by internal and external factors that function together and motivate the
decision to make a gift or to make a difference in the lives of others (Tsao & Coll, 2005). How
alumni view their role with their institution after graduation and how it is incorporated into their
own sense of identity is known as alumni role identity (McDearmon, 2010). This theory explains
how the internalization of their accepted role impacts their behaviors toward the institution
(McDearmon, 2010).
Theories can be applied that consider the foundation of alumni identity and alumni
loyalty by rewinding backward the lives of alumni graduates and considering their student
experience. Applying social exchange theory to the concept of alumni loyalty shows that the
quality of a relationship with the institution predicts student engagement, which then results in
the existence of alumni loyalty (Snijders et al., 2019). Commitment trust theory can be applied in
this circumstance and it is also helpful in reinforcing the importance of establishing relationships
with alumni while they are students - as commitment usually precedes loyalty (Morgan & Hunt,
1994; Snijders et al., 2019). Moreover, alumni engagement later in life can first be a function of
campus culture and student engagement through the consideration of student culture and
applying organizational identity theory (Vidal & Pittz, 2019). Finally, economic theories and
concepts can be used to define and predict alumni loyalty; customer loyalty parallels students as
consumers of their higher education experience (Iskhakova et al., 2017).
Critical to this study was also establishing a definition for each generational group by
date of birth, and there are several differing classifications. The Blackbaud Institute on
Generational Giving (2018), looked at over 1,300 American donors, and defined the five
generations as follows: Traditionalists or Matures (born before 1946), Baby Boomers (born
between 1947 – 1964), Generation X (born between 1965 – 1980), Millennials (born 1981-1995)
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and Generation Z (born 1996 and after). In evaluating other sourced definitions, it seems this
definition of the generational dates of birth are fairly consistent and applicable for this study.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
This research study analyzed generational giving behaviors of alumni from a regional
four-year public university in order to better understand fundraising results and support the
innovation of new fundraising strategies and best practices. This study used a quantitative
approach through the analysis of historical donor and giving data to answer the following
research questions:
RQ1: What is the relationship between alumni giving and generational category (resulting from
the analysis of RQ1A and RQ1B)?
H1: There is a difference in alumni giving between generational category.
H0: There is no difference in alumni giving between generational category.
RQ1A: What is the relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category?
H1: There is a relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category.
H0: There is no relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category.
RQ1B: What is the relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category?
H1: There is a relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category.
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H2: There is no relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category.

RQ2: What is the relationship between the number of student activities noted in alumni records
and giving behaviors by generational category?
H1: There is a relationship between the number of student activities and giving behaviors
by generational category.
H0: There is no relationship between the number of student activities and giving
behaviors by generational category.
RQ3: What is the relationship between generational category and preference for giving method
(i.e. gift by mail/check, stock gift, online gift, etc…)?
H1: There is a relationship between the generational category and preferred method of
giving.
H0: There is no relationship between the generational category and preferred method of
giving.
RQ4: What is the relationship between generational category and preference of gift designation
(i.e. the area of impact the gift will support including scholarships, academic program, athletics,
etc.)?
H1: There is a relationship between the generational category and preference of gift
designation.
H0: There is no relationship between the generational category and preference of gift
designation.
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Significance of the Study
Federal and state funding to higher education are declining and private support,
specifically alumni giving, is increasingly important to public universities. Research pertaining
to alumni giving data and its relationship to generational grouping and student activities could
have a significant impact upon the fundraising strategies used at regional public colleges and
universities. A better understanding of how the different generations of alumni approach
philanthropy and view their roles as graduates could provide additional insights, allowing for
more personalized giving and fundraising programs. As the Millennials age into their incomegrowth years, this largest generation since the Baby Boomer generation, has significant financial
capacity to benefit higher education institutions through giving. Additionally, the projection of
wealth transfer from the Baby Boomers to their children is estimated to be in the trillions of
dollars and could have a significant impact for charitable organizations (Beckman, 2020). The
findings from this research could help public higher education fundraising determine
opportunities to reverse the negative trend of alumni giving participation by developing new and
innovative methods tailored to points of life, generational giving ideas, and student activities and
solicitation strategies.
The Great Intergenerational Wealth Transfer
A significant transfer of wealth is being predicted to occur over the next thirty years as
the Baby Boomers begin to pass away in larger numbers and leave their assets to younger
generations. Originally, the wealth transfer was predicted in the 1990’s to be very slow and over
a 40 or more year period, but this has not yet been the case (Beckman, 2020). Baby Boomers are
living longer than expected and between the health crisis of 2020, years of federal legislative
financial relief packages, tax breaks, and incentive programs as well as a stock market with all-
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time high numbers the great wealth transfer is now estimated to be $30 trillion to $70 trillion
passed down to younger generations in as few as the next ten years (Beckman, 2020; Brennan,
2017; Hancock, 2021; McKeever, 2020). It is also estimated that 40,000 United States
companies with annual revenues of $20 to $100 million will change hands through a transfer to
family or outright sale resulting in significant additional wealth accumulating for families
(Brennan, 2017).
In addition to what this study may reveal about generational giving behaviors, other
research is being done to quantify and understand the great wealth transfer, and there are also
advising and charitable organizations planning to guide and support this generational transfer of
wealth and the benefits it could provide (Allen, 2009). For example, the San Diego Foundation
estimated in 2009 that it could locally see $200 billion through 2034 as a result of the
generational wealth transfer and that if a mere five percent of that would be donated to local
charities, over $500 million could be received through charitable giving (Allen, 2009). Over the
coming years, the foundation marketed the wealth transfer as a way to help local residents
imagine the impact of this tremendous philanthropy upon the quality of life in their community
(Allen, 2009). A better understanding of the great wealth transfer and its effect on philanthropy
seems significant as generational giving is studied.
Managing inherited wealth is complicated, and the more that organizations can work with
families to plan ahead, the better the potential benefit for families and charitable organizations
(Kelly, 2019). Wealth managers and financial advisors help clients understand that they can
leave a legacy through philanthropic gifts without going broke doing it (Brennan, 2017).
Professional and credentialed advisors educate multigenerational families on transitioning
wealth, identifying philanthropic ventures and even creating family foundations and mission
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statements to guide their future planning (Brennan, 2017). Wells Fargo leads the effort nationally
with over 460 advisors in the Orange County, California area alone (Brennan, 2017). By better
understanding how families consider philanthropy as a part of the generational wealth transfer,
higher education fundraising offices can poise themselves to receive some of this financial
benefit.
This study examined generational giving behaviors, specifically how older generations
give to their alma mater; the findings may help higher education apply that knowledge to
influence giving in younger generations, especially the Millennials, as they acquire great
inherited wealth. It is estimated that Generation X will inherit up to $48 trillion but most of the
wealth transfer will eventually go to the Millennials because of the sheer size of that generational
group (Beckman, 2020). There are already approximately 618,000 Millennial millionaires,
representing about two percent of the US. Population (Kelly, 2019). By 2030, it is estimated that
Millennials will have five times as much wealth as they do today through the inheritance of
upwards of $68 trillion by 2030 from their Baby Boomer parents (Kelly, 2019). While
financially, Millennials carry different burdens from earlier generations such as larger college
debts, the high costs of real estate and insurance as well as challenges in finding good paying
jobs, they are still shown to have interests in charitable giving (Kelly, 2019). The investment
behaviors of Millennials suggest that they look for opportunities to invest in companies that are
socially and environmentally responsible and that are good to their employees (McKeever,
2020). This research suggests that Millennials may also carry over this interest to charitable
giving, and that through the Great Wealth Transfer, they may have a significant impact in
philanthropy (McKeever, 2020). The insight into giving behaviors gained from this study could
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result in future benefits from the generational wealth transfer that would be enjoyed by higher
education fundraising programs.
Generational Giving Behaviors and Alumni Engagement
This study could also serve to support alumni engagement efforts for public higher
education. At a time when public support of higher education continues to fall in significant
measures, alumni are in a position to mobilize and advocate for transformational change in the
funding structure of higher education. If universities and colleges can better understand the
generational giving behaviors of its alumni, they may be able to use that information to
encourage mass civic engagement by large groups of individuals.
Generational Giving Behaviors in Public Higher Education and Benefits to Students
Public higher education seeks to serve its students first and foremost. The more financial
support an institution is able to raise, whether publicly or privately sourced, the more benefits for
the students. Components benefitting students and the quality of their educational experience
include financial aid and scholarships, program enhancements, attracting and retaining top
faculty, and fully staffing departments and student services. Private support received through
alumni giving can be designated to fund any of these areas in higher education. If this study was
able to help support this work in any way, it is significant to the practitioners who seek to
positively impact the P-20 system.
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Definitions and Abbreviations
Alumna- a female graduate or a former student of a particular school, college, or university
(Oxford University Press, 2020).
Alumnae- (plural) female graduates or former students of a particular school, college or
university (Oxford University Press, 2020).
Alumni- (plural) graduates or former students, especially male, of a particular school, college or
university (Oxford University Press, 2020).
Alumni Role Identity- how alumni view their role with their institution after graduation and how
it is incorporated into their own sense of identity as well as how it impacts their behaviors toward
the institution (McDearmon, 2010).
Alumni Participation Rate-a percentage calculation found by dividing the number of gifts made
by alumni by the total number of alumni of record (i.e. living with a valid mailing address)
(AGN, 2019).
Alumnus- a graduate or former student, especially a male one, of a particular school, college, or
university (Oxford University Press, 2020).
Constituent-being a part of a whole; a component part of something (Oxford University Press,
2020).
Donor-a person who donates something, especially money, to a fund or charity (Oxford
University Press, 2020).
Donor Prospect-a person who is likely to contribute to a charitable organization (Oxford
University Press, 2020).
Endowment- an income or a form of property given or bequeathed to someone (Oxford
University Press, 2020).
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Engagement-the action of engaging or being engaged (Oxford University Press, 2020).
Generation-all of the people born or living at about the same time, regarded collectively (Oxford
University Press, 2020).
Gift- any item of value given to the university by a donor who expects nothing significant of
value in return other than recognition and disposition of the gift in accordance of the donor’s
wishes (Stanford University, 2014).
Summary
As colleges and universities work to recover from years of public funding decreases, they
are relying in part on growth in private funding from alumni donors. Research applying
economic and behavioral theories have helped higher education better understand why alumni
give, informing higher education fundraising programs how to personalize strategies. Additional
research is needed to turn around a decade-long decrease in alumni giving participation rates.
Considering that age is a demographic factor in determining alumni loyalty and giving potential,
this study will explore generational giving behaviors of alumni from a public regional four-year
university. The findings of this study could help support higher education fundraising efforts by
providing insight into a potential relationship between giving results and alumni from each of the
four generations currently supporting institutions through private giving, allowing deeper
personalization of fundraising programs and potentially improved results.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature pertaining to the need for
philanthropic support of public higher education and how this financial support could come from
the institutions’ alumni populations. The literature review illustrates alumni loyalty to Alma
Mater as well as highlights giving participation behaviors and alarming trends of decreasing
alumni participation at a time when there is increased need. The literature review also explores
how higher education can cultivate alumni support, including tailoring fundraising campaigns to
subgroup affinity interests. Lastly, this literature review takes a closer look into alumni giving
behavior by generational category and defines generational categories in order to better
understand the indicators for and the motivation behind alumni giving behaviors.
Philanthropic Support of Higher Education Institutions
Giving by the Numbers
According to Giving USA’s 65th annual report written by the Center on Philanthropy at
Indiana University (IUPUI) and released Jun 16, 2020 for the calendar year 2019, nearly $450
billion in philanthropic support was given by Americans to charitable organizations. Individuals
gave 88% of the overall dollars, an indication of tremendous wealth and philanthropy at the very
top of the overall population where 1% of the donors gave over 50% of the total dollars (IUPUI,
2020). Education receives over 14% of all donated dollars and falls under only religious
organizations as the second largest sector to receive donations (IUPUI). According to
CASE(2020), the Voluntary Support of Education (VSE) survey reported that higher education
reached $49.6 billion in private funding in 2019 – the highest ever reported to the organization
since it started collecting data in 1960 (CASE, 2020). The 2019 report marked a 6.1% increase
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in giving over 2018 and the 10th consecutive year of increased giving to higher education
(CASE, 2019). Education was one of only four charitable sectors to see giving increase by
double-digit growth in back-to-back years (IUPUI).
Public Funding Trends in Public Higher Education
State and Federal funding for higher education has been on a downward trend since the
great recession of 2008, most negatively impacting public institutions (Gardner, 2018). Public
higher education enrolls high numbers of students eligible for Pell Grants, or who are firstgeneration college students, and these institutions tend to enroll smaller numbers of out-of-state
and international students who would pay higher tuition rates (Gardner, 2018). Moreover, strong
competition among institutions forces low tuition rates. Compounding this situation is the
reduced endowments due to the market losses in the 2008 recession. The loss of public funding
combined with decreased endowments forces institutions to look elsewhere to make up for this
revenue shortfall. The research shows there is a strong connection between the steady decrease
of public funding for higher education and the dramatic increase in philanthropy (Lara &
Johnson, 2014; Borden, et al., 2014; Gardner, 2018).
In recent years, the worsening financial fate of public higher education has primarily been
a result of state budget issues. During the Great Recession of 2008-09, states made significant
cuts to higher education with 48 states spending an average of 23% less per student even five
years following the financial crisis (Mitchell, et al., 2014). The slow recovery from this financial
crisis showed that at the end of 2014, state tax revenues were only up 0.4% from 2008, when
adjusted for inflation (Mitchell, et al., 2014). In 2017 and 2018, 30 states reported revenue
shortfalls, more than any other year since 2010 (McNichol & Waxman, 2010). The lower than
expected revenue growth over the last decade can be attributed to several factors including:
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falling energy prices resulting in lower energy tax revenues, phased-in tax cuts put in place to
help spur economic growth following the financial crisis, incredible stock market growth and a
cut in capital gains taxes resulting in a lack of selling and decreased tax revenue, and slower
growth in sales tax collection due to slow spending and internet sales (McNichol & Waxman,
2017).
States are often governed by laws and traditions that require they operate balanced
budgets (McNichol & Waxman, 2017). Balanced budgets in a climate of falling revenues
requires states to achieve this status by cutting spending, increasing revenue through taxation of
the use of reserve funds. When federal grants, usually representing up to one-third of state
budget revenues, were cut during this same timeframe, it fueled decisions to cut spending
(McNichol & Waxman, 2017). Government leaders have made higher education less accessible
and less affordable despite knowing that it is in a state’s best interest economically to fund higher
education. Jobs requiring a college education are growing with 65% of all jobs in 2014 requiring
some post-secondary education, compared to 28% in 1973 (Mitchell, et al., 2014, Mitchell, et al.,
2017).
The Effects of Falling Public Funding in Public Higher Education
Over the last decade, higher education worked to fill the funding gap created by
significant declines in public funding as well as increased costs of doing business. Similar to the
states’ financial options when revenues are lacking, higher education had to adjust to balance
budgets through increased tuition, spending cuts, and also secured alternative sources of revenue
(Mitchell, et al., 2014). In the five years following the financial crisis, public colleges and
universities reported an overall 28% increase in tuition. Tuition revenues in 2014 outweighed
government funding in 23 states, yet for the timeframe between 2008-2016, tuition increases did
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not meet the budget deficits caused by state funding cuts over that same time period (Mitchell, et
al., 2017). During a time when income had been down 8.3% (2008-2013), the cost shift in
higher education from public funding to tuition increases put pressure on students and families
and negatively impacted enrollment, especially for lower-income students (Mitchell, et al.,
2014).
Public funding decreases for higher education also negatively affected the quality of
education and has resulted in some institutional mergers and closures. Private colleges have also
been hit hard by the economic conditions of the last decade, indicating that the climate for higher
education in general has been difficult. In 2019, 15 private liberal arts colleges closed,
representing three times the closure rate in 2009 (Cohn, 2019). For public institutions, decadelong annual budget cuts eliminated faculty and staff positions and course offerings, closed
satellite campuses, decreased labs and library services, and increased cost services (Mitchell, et
al., 2014). Rural public colleges with declining enrollments are often the first to have to
consider closure. The University System of Georgia merged the Southern Polytechnic State
University with Kennesaw State University which marked five campus consolidations within
that system between 2012-2014 (Mitchell, et al., 2014). As public higher education now also
faces a worldwide health crisis in 2020, university systems in Vermont, Pennsylvania, Alaska
and Maine have all announced pending transformational changes to come (Inside Higher Ed,
2020). Many of these systems have bond debt accumulated through major capital projects;
closing one campus means giving up future revenue to support the overall system, presenting
long-term funding issues that may not be worth the short-term savings (Inside Higher Ed, 2020).
The financial road ahead for public higher education will be challenging.
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Universities without significant endowments built through major fundraising initiatives
had no choice but to raise tuition and sacrifice the quality of education through budget reductions
(Mitchell, et al., 2017). By the 2017 academic year, public colleges and universities were $9
billion below the 2008 levels of public support for their institutions (Mitchell, et al., 2017). The
significant reduction of public funding, increased tuition rates, and enrollment declines meant
that public higher education had to rely on state and local funding growth and reinvestment to
promote affordability and quality - or identify and drive other sources of revenue.
Growth and Challenges of Fundraising in Public Higher Education
The Boom of Educational Fundraising Programs
Since the mid-1980’s public higher education has been dabbling in fundraising through
the establishment of internal development programs. College fundraising has been on a steady
incline since 1998 (Tsao & Coll, 2005). Beginning in the mid 1990’s, fundraising became a
requirement tied to the position descriptions of university presidents (Gardner, 2018). Successful
fundraising programs commit to long-term investments in building positive relationships with
constituents (Tsao & Coll, 2005). In recent years, a study of journalism faculty found that they
spent at least 10% of their time on fundraising (Tsao & Coll, 2005). Fundraising programs are
simple in concept. The development staff meet with donor prospects, introduce them to the
president and faculty, and bring them to campus for visits and engaging them with students. State
flagship schools adopted fundraising early on, but regional public institutions are well-behind
and results are likely due to the budget investment required to run development programs
(Gardner, 2018).
Advancement teams, comprised of marketing, alumni relations, outreach and
development, are expensive to staff and operate, making this a difficult undertaking for smaller
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regional public institutions (Gardner, 2018). Additionally, collecting, maintaining and updating
data in a secure environment is key to establishing a successful fundraising program, which is
another cost and staffing investment. Charitable organizations that solicit small gifts each year
create a habit of giving and build relationships over time that will yield future significantly larger
gifts – annual giving leads to major giving – yet these fundraising campaigns cost the most and
result in smaller dollars raised (Meer, 2013). The more dollars an institution spends on
fundraising, the greater the amount of money raised (Skari & Ullman, 2012).
Challenges Facing Public Higher Education Fundraising Programs
Regional public institutions face additional challenges as they work to combat public
funding losses and build fundraising programs. Corporate and foundation donors are often out of
reach for regional public institutions located outside of large cities (Gardner, 2018). Alumni of
these institutions are natural donor prospects because of their existing relationship through the
investment in their education; however, these institutions tend to produce teachers, social
workers, nurses, and other public administrators, resulting in an alumni database dominated by
middle-class salaries (Gardner, 2018). Additionally, in-state alumni assume they are supporting
regional public institutions through the taxes they pay, so developing a case for giving can be a
challenge for these schools (Gardner, 2018). Regardless of these challenges, it is critical for
public higher education to work to develop alumni giving programs.
Alumni Giving Programs in Public Higher Education
By definition, alumni are the individuals who have either attended or graduated from a
school, college or university (Merriam-Webster, 2020). Individuals are forever bonded to their
higher education entity by their identity as an alumnus(a) (McDearmon, 2010). Alumni are
among the primary stakeholders of higher education institutions (Barnard & Rensleigh, 2008).
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Alumni identity is the internalization of their role as an alumnus(a); how alumni use their
personal behaviors and expectations to develop that sense of identity has been found to connect
to their giving behaviors (McDearmon, 2010).
The History of Alumni Giving to Higher Education
Curti and Nash (1965), published a history of alumni giving to higher education
institutions. They uncovered that alumni giving began back in the mid-1800s with alumni giving
records indicating small levels of support from alumni at Rutgers, Yale and Dartmouth. At that
time, alumni giving was viewed by some as an effort to recapture the spirit of attending college,
rather than about long-term goals or improving the institution (Curti & Nash, 1965). Through the
early 1900s, alumni giving was focused on student scholarships with some designations
supporting the establishment of research labs. Humanities saw the greatest support from alumni
in the investment of building grand libraries on campuses across the country (Curti & Nash,
1965). Likely well ahead of their time, in 1925 alumni from the University of Wisconsin saw an
opportunity to establish the Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation (WARF). Alumni saw the
opportunity to contribute to knowledge and scholarship through the collaborative investment in
research and supporting the development of patents; after 95 years, WARF has built over $3
billion in assets to benefit the University of Wisconsin (Nonprofit Explorer, 2020).
In the 1990s, alumni involvement with alma mater shifted from the mid-20th century
mindset when alumni would be the initiators of relationships with their educational institutions to
programs of alumni engagement driven by the institutions (Miller, 1993; Rudolph, 1990). The
development of knowledge behind alumni loyalty and giving helped institutions grow giving
potential; if alumni agree with the social expectations of the role, then they have greater
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inclination to embrace the institution as a part of their identity which could result in financial
contributions to their higher education institution (McDearmon, 2010).
Alumni Giving by the Numbers
According to CASE’s (2019; 2020) Voluntary Support of Education, alumni giving has
represented an average of 25% of overall private support in higher education since at least 1989.
In 2002, alumni giving marked its largest single-year participation drop in conjunction with a
significant decrease in corporate giving to education; as a result, in an effort to turn this trend,
colleges and universities invested substantially in developing professionally staffed giving
programs (Tsao & Coll, 2005). The new programs and staffing were effective and the downward
trend turned; alumni giving to higher education marked $8.7 billion in 2008 and grew to its
reported highest level at $30.3 billion in 2011 where 30% of alumni were responsible for 15% of
all private giving to education that year (Meer, 2013; Lara & Johnson, 2014). The trend
continued through the next few years, with a small percentage of alumni giving the majority of
the dollars resulting in overall alumni participation rates declining (Lara & Johnson, 2014; Skari
& Ullman, 2012).
Alumni giving participation rates are benchmarks for higher education giving programs.
Participation rates are a common measurement that higher education institutions can use to
compare their programs (Ahern & Joyaux, 2008). The number of alumni giving to an institution
is readily comparable, rather than the great variation of dollar amounts given across various
types and sizes of institutions (Gardner, 2018). Alumni giving participation rates are measured
by dividing the total number of contactable alumni by the total number of alumni donors (Ahern
& Joyaux, 2008). Mid-sized regional public institutions are mathematically challenged in
maintaining alumni giving participation rates. Each year, there are more graduates and contact
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information continues to be easier to maintain. These two factors increase the dividend for the
quotient used to calculate alumni giving rates. Mathematically, the quotient representing the
alumni participation rate will continue to fall without a substantial annual increase in the number
of alumni making a gift (Skari & Ullman, 2012).
Complications in Measuring Alumni Giving
A complicating factor in measuring alumni giving is the emergence of foundation giving
and gifts from other organizations. CASE reports that in 2007, foundation giving overtook
alumni giving to higher education in total dollars. Similarly, gifts to higher education from other
organizations increased to $6.3 billion or 12.7% in 2019 (CASE, 2020). The reasons for this
increase could be attributed to the alumni and friends of institutions who have built wealth and
are taking advantage of existing and recently improved financial legislation and giving vehicles,
which include establishing family foundations and making gifts to higher education through
donor advised funds (CASE, 2020). Therefore, on the surface it may seem that alumni giving
rates are substantially decreasing when really alumni are giving through these new and different
methods.
Alumni Donors – Theory and Giving Behaviors
Alumni Donors and Economic Theory of Philanthropic Giving
As the literature indicates, alumni donors are a critical, yet complicated, population for
higher education to engage in fundraising. Donors want to give to programs deemed as very
successful; however, oftentimes it takes those dollars to make them successful (Gardner, 2018).
Ironically, popular national rankings that help give credibility to the success of higher education
institutions, such as the annual rankings publication in U.S. News & World Report, use financial
and alumni giving data to score these calculations. If alumni look to the rankings to feel good

25

about the school, they must also be giving to support them (Lara & Johnson, 2014). The
economic theory of philanthropic giving, developed from a supply function of giving in
consumer theory, states that alumni donors possess self-interests for giving (Lara & Johnson,
2014). Self-interests for giving include: doing what is best for their family unit at the time,
getting that satisfied feeling associated with giving, realizing tax benefits and social capital, as
well as only giving when the cost of giving is low (transactional fees, for example) (Lara &
Johnson, 2014). Finally, as alumni age, their likelihood to give back increases (Bordon, Shaker
& Kienker, 2014).
Incorporating Theory and Giving Behaviors into Alumni Giving Program Strategies
According to Skari and Ullman (2012), there are six key building blocks an institution
must incorporate in order to have a successful alumni giving program. First, institutional support
is critical for success, specific to the president of the institution and other leadership showing the
importance of giving. Research shows a direct correlation between this communication and
alumni giving success (Skari & Ullman, 2012). Second, an institution must normalize and
promote student giving, such as through conducting a senior giving campaign and by ensuring a
presence of alumni volunteers on campus (Meer, 2013). Research has shown that giving when
young is positively correlated to giving when older, supporting development efforts to procure
gifts – albeit likely a small amount – from young alumni (Meer, 2013). Next, the advancement
office must maintain accurate contact information and then use that information to maintain
regular communication by sharing updates and news, as well as extend event invitations and
other engagement opportunities. Research shows that alumni who attend events are more likely
to give (Skari & Ullman, 2012).
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These strategies can be complemented through the use of the body of research existing on
alumni giving behaviors. For example, Bordon et al. (2014), studied alumni who serve as faculty
and staff at their institutions and found connections to their giving habits through the application
of Identity Theory. Alumni were more likely to give if they expressed their identification
through owning university-licensed spirit wear, if they felt their university had a favorable view,
or if they expressed their identification associated with the institution. However, alumni faculty
and staff ages 50s - 60s with higher salaries give more money when they do give, but as a
population are less likely to give as those alumni faculty and staff who are younger and new to
the institution (Bordon et al., 2014). This research should indicate to development leaders that
segmenting and soliciting by overlapping identities can be more successful, but that generalizing
behaviors between segments may not be a productive strategy.
Tsao and Coll (2005) assert that there are important considerations when examining
alumni giving. Alumni giving showed positive growth for those who hold business degrees, who
were members of student organizations and male alumni (Tsao & Coll, 2005). Also, a positive
correlation was found between the number of alumni in the family, giving to other sectors of
education, and time spent volunteering. Alumni who work in cities with populations between
100,001 and 500,000 are also most inclined to give (Tsao & Coll, 2005). Examining ages of
alumni donors shows that in 1990, almost half of alumni donors were under the age of 50; this
rate dropped by 17% by 2000 (Tsao & Coll, 2005). By 2005, more than half of alumni donors
were over the age of 65 by comparison, only one in three donors were over 65 in 1990 (Tsao &
Coll, 2005). This data suggests that donors are an aging population and could threaten continued
needs for increased support.
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According to CASE (2011), a study analyzing 2,050 respondents determined six
dimensions of alumni donating behavior. First, CASE (2011) supports the perspective that
donating is a behavior stemming from motivations and attitudes and thereby should be evaluated
from a behavioral and motivational perspective. In this study, CASE determined that giving must
be a reciprocating behavior and that high-quality professional opportunities are provided by the
institution before and after graduation. Alumni must also feel significant professional benefits in
order to become a donor to the institution. Next, alumni must believe that it is their duty to help
keep their school favorable as well as have the understanding that others gave while they were
students (CASE, 2011). Alumni donors must have personal values that support giving and,
finally, a life satisfaction that has a connection to the benefits they received through their
education and degree. This study allowed CASE to segment alumni into three potential
categories - champions, friends and acquaintances – providing fundraisers with strategic
methodologies to pursue alumni gifts.
Why Alumni May Choose Not to Give Back
While the research has shown how alumni giving can be procured, analysis of generosity
and behavioral economics has also indicated how alumni may not be so receptive to these efforts
(Gurvis, 2016). Lack of trust is the most significant reason that alumni do not give back to their
institution when compared with other categories such as income, race, gender, education level
and the donor perception of need (Gurvis, 2016). Additionally, alumni are not inclined to make
a gift when fundraising staff consistently leave their roles at the institution – this turnover does
not foster relationship cultivation. Alumni also do not respond well when universities turn out
dull, dated or poorly written marketing and promotional work. Similarly, alumni are less likely
to give when they only see communications specific to asking for gifts back to the institution
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(Gurvis, 2016). Finally, this study also found that alumni donors prefer to give when the time is
right and it is up to the professional judgement of the fundraising team to correctly identify that
timing.
Alumni Loyalty and Giving in Higher Education
Alumni loyalty is generally accepted to be the greatest determining factor in predicting
alumni contribution to higher education institutions (Iskhakova et al., 2017; Taylor & Martin
Jr.,1995). Giving is a developmental process that can be influenced by internal and external
factors working together to trigger the helping decision (Tsao & Coll, 2005). The earliest
research on alumni donors was conducted by O’Connor (1961), whose findings developed the
idea of examining alumni characteristics and demographics as variables and then seeking their
relationships to giving behaviors (Taylor & Martin, Jr., 1995). Alumni loyalty consists of
characteristics, demographics and behaviors working together to drive giving decisions.
Alumni Loyalty and Economic Theories
Economic theories and concepts can be used to define and predict alumni loyalty. First,
comparing alumni loyalty with the economic concept of customer loyalty parallels students as
consumers of their higher education experience (Iskhakova et al., 2017). Likening alumni loyalty
to customer loyalty allows a definition of alumni loyalty to include both attitudinal and
behavioral factors. Alumni loyalty can be further broken down into material and nonmaterial
responses which can include positive feelings or giving, membership purchases or volunteering,
as examples (Iskhakova et al., 2017). Measuring alumni loyalty through economic theory
provides a benchmark and can be used over time to support fundraising’s strategic assessment
and the innovation of new ideas. As a result, this application may improve alumni engagement
and increase alumni giving.
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Alumni Loyalty – Behavior and Identity Theories
Applying behavioral concepts and theories, such as social exchange theory, to alumni
loyalty shows that the quality of a relationship with the institution predicts student engagement
and later, alumni loyalty (Snijders et al., 2019). Similarly, applying commitment trust theory is
helpful in reinforcing the importance of establishing relationships with alumni while they are
students - as commitment is a precursor for loyalty (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Snijders et al., 2019).
In examining student culture and considering organizational identity theory, alumni engagement
later in life can first be a function of campus culture and student engagement (Vidal & Pittz,
2019). A direct connection between alumni loyalty and organizational identity theory is evident
through Patchen’s (1970) definition that “it is comprised of feelings of solidarity with the
organization, support for the organization, and the perception of shared attributes with
organizational members.” (Vidal & Pittz, 2019, p. 2210). This study found that students
involved in Greek organizations and student government had a stronger organizational identity
and were more inclined to be alumni donors than students not involved in Greek life (Vidal &
Pittz, 2019).
Imodules (2020) confirmed the connection of student engagement to predicting alumni
giving years later. The study showed that alumni who participated in one or more student
activities were found to be 154% more likely to engage in alumni programming than students
who did report organizational involvement. Furthermore, alumni who were actively engaged as
students were found to be 300% more likely to participate in alumni events and later more than
10 times as likely to give to the institution than those alumni who did not report to be actively
engaged as students (Imodules, 2020). Universities would do well to ensure that they are
maintaining student records as they graduate to later use to identify potential alumni donors.
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Alumni Loyalty and Student Involvement
Astin’s (1985) theory on student involvement has been tested in recent years as
researchers consider students enrolled in online courses and the impact on alumni loyalty and
giving (Tiger & Preston, 2013). Between 2011-2013, online enrollment grew 33% annually with
a study citing 83% satisfaction with the convenience and flexibility of online education (Tiger &
Preston, 2013). In examining students enrolled in one or more online course, despite the
reported satisfaction, researchers found a negative correlation between online course enrollment
and alumni giving (Tiger & Preston, 2013). This study found financial contributions to be one of
the most significant indicators of alumni satisfaction for an undergraduate experience.
According to Tiger and Preston (2013), this contradicts previous and subsequent findings that
satisfaction with an educational experience drives support and/or alumni loyalty. Further, the
results of this study may emphasize that student involvement is more of an indicator of alumni
loyalty than is satisfaction with online courses. Fundraisers in higher education can use the
connections between alumni loyalty and behavior theories and concepts to build effective alumni
giving programs.
Behavioral and attitudinal factors influencing alumni loyalty have been studied since the
1960’s, with multitudes of studies finding consensus between many different variables and their
relationships to alumni giving (Skari & Ullman, 2012). Engaged alumni, those who actively
participate in activities such as volunteering with students or attending athletics events, are found
to be significantly more likely to be donors to the institution (Taylor & Martin, Jr., 1995). Out of
tens of variables measuring alumni loyalty, the top three predictors of alumni support include
family income, perceived need for financial support and the reading of alumni publications
(Taylor & Martin, Jr., 1995; Iskhakova et al., 2017; Bordon et al., 2014). Age, a demographic
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variable used to measure alumni loyalty at a point in time, is also a significant and recurring
factor in influencing alumni and their willingness to give; the older the individual the more likely
they are to give to the institution (Tiger & Preston, 2013). Alumni loyalty, defined by a multitude
of attitudinal and behavioral factors, is a concept explored throughout the literature as it pertains
to alumni giving.
Four Generations of University Alumni Donors: Definitions and Behaviors
Analyzing giving behaviors by generational groups begins with the need for a
comprehensive understanding of the four generations to be included in this study. Similar to the
workplace, giving programs include components of recognition, stewardship, development and
donor motivation (Wiedmer, 2015). Each of these four generations have distinct attitudinal and
behavioral similarities and differences requiring a personalized approach to achieve goals
(Wiedmer, 2015). A generation can affect the common good if a collective emphasis is placed
on charitable giving and as such, it is important for charitable organizations to understand these
trends as they pertain to their donor prospects (Rooney, et al., 2018). As universities develop
giving programs, just as is true for the workplace, strategies should reflect these similarities and
differences including preferences for all types of communication and engagement.
Defining Generation
Karl Mannheim is credited with first outlining a theory of generation, generational
identity theory, which defined the social categorization of the generations (Van Rossem, 2019).
Mannheim (1952) broadened the concept of generation as dynamic social foundations of
consciousness, identity and social location (Katz, 2017). Generations represent a social grouping
based upon dates and circumstances of their birth, being raised with similar social and historical
circumstances (Rudolph & Zacher, 2017; see also Yogamalar & Samuel, 2016). Sharing
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common experiences in the formative years can result in common values, views, and behaviors
also known as generational phenomena (Van Rossem, 2019; Urick, 2017).
Table 1
Overview of Generation Cohort Birth Years
Source
Gallup (2013)

Generation Cohort Birth Years
Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964)
Generation X (born 1965-1980)
Millennials (born 1981 or later)
Nielsen (2017)
Baby Boomers (born 1947-1964)
Generation X (born 1965-1979)
Millennials (born 1980-1996)
Generation Z (born 1997-2015)
Pew Research Center (2016)
Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964
Generation X (born 1965-1980)
Millennials (born 1981 – 1997)
U.S. Department of Labor (2016)
Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964)
Generation X (born 1965-1980
Millennials (born 1981 – 2000)
Note. Adapted from “From Diversity to Intergenerativity: Addressing the Mystery and
Opportunities of Generation X,” by P.J. Whitehouse and C.S. Flippen, 2017, Generations, 41(3),
6–11; sourced from Sorenson and Garman, 2013; Katsingris, 2017; Fry 2016; and Henderson,
2016
Since Mannheim’s (1952) generational identity theory, Table 1 indicates how researchers
and scholars have differed in estimating generational definitions and categorization (Van
Rossem, 2019; Whitehouse & Flippen, 2017). Cusps have been identified to exist between
generational groups and that geography, age, life course and the influence of historical events
differ across and within categorizations (Van Rossem, 2019). Generational labels provide a
means for discussion over large demographic groups; however, social categorization can create
stereotypes for the relevant, or in-group, leading to generational social identity (Katz, 2017; Van
Rossem, 2019; Urick, 2012). Moreover, this can create self-fulfilling prophecies where
generational groups behave along the stereotypes (Van Rossem, 2019).
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Generational Identification
According to Urick (2012), generational identification is a personal awareness and
acceptance of being a member of a generational group. Generational identification is what
characterizes a group of individuals living through a specific time frame, all within
approximately a 15-18-year age span. The unique factors or phenomena associated with
generational identification enrich society and organizations (Whitehouse & Flippen, 2017). A
2019 study by Van Rossem shows how like-generations gather together, especially in the
workplace, signaling shared commonalities and generational identification with each generation
carrying positive views about their in-group.
The comprehensive use of the term and concept of generation has one differing
preference over academic groups. Social gerontologists prefer the terminology of cohort over
generation; they argue that the term generation should be restricted to placement in family
lineage (Bengtson & Putney, 2006; as cited in Katz, 2017). However, Cain (2003) argues that
the term cohort is more about birthdate data and falls short of including comprehensive
generational phenomena formed through the similar aging experiences and life trajectories
experienced within each categorization. The term generation is widely used and accepted in
describing and researching the characteristics of these demographic groups (Katz, 2017).
Table 2 shows examples of the historical and social events that contribute to the
development of generational phenomena. Historical events are so significant for each
generation, they create a social unifying response (Rooney, et al., 2018). Innovations in
institutions are created by the generation’s desires to protect themselves and to prevent future
catastrophes. Systems such as social security, strong military forces, the creation of the
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government division of Homeland Security, and weather warning systems are all examples of
innovations motivated and established by the generations who suffered without them.
Table 2
Classification of Generation from Western Context
Classification of Generation Category
Traditionalists (born 1928 to 1945)

Baby Boomers (born 1946 to 1960)

Generation X (born 1961 to 1979)

Millennials (born 1980 to 1995)

Events Occurred in Western Countries
• A booming post-war economy
• Rapid growth of suburbs
• Increased availability of consumer
goods
• A boom in white-collar jobs
• Traditionalists were loyal to
organizations.
• Acknowledged the hierarchy and rules
in institutions
• Vietnam war
• Civil Rights movement
• Widespread protests
• Boomers were predominantly
competitive.
• A period of extraordinary social
change
• Economy was poor and laid off from
jobs
• Women entering the workforce
• Rising divorce rates
• The growth of electronic games and
the internet
• Self-reliance became a paramount life
value
• Generally mistrustful to organizations,
loyal to friends and dedicated to being
a good parent
• Immersion in personal technology
• Major events were acts of terrorism
and school violence
• Teen years marked by an
unprecedented bull market and a
strong pro-child culture

Note. Adapted from “Shared Values and Organizational Citizenship Behavior of Generational
Cohorts: A review and Future Directions,” by .I. Yogamalar and Anand A. Samuel
(2016). Management (Split, Croatia), 21(2), 249-271.
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The Traditionalist Generation
The Traditionalists are widely defined as the generation born between 1900 and 1945,
representing the oldest generation in American culture today (Wiedmer, 2015; Clause, n.d.). The
Traditionalists are often subcategorized into the Silent Generation (born between 1929 and 1945)
and the Greatest Generation (born 1928 or earlier) (Paulin, 2018). Growing up in the era of the
Great Depression, under Hitler’s 1941 Russian invasion, World War II, and bombing of Pearl
Harbor this group is loyal and patriotic, they understand dedication and sacrifice and are oriented
to their past hardships that follow them throughout their lives (Wiedmer, 2015; Top 10
Characteristics of the Four Generations Currently in the Workforce, 2012).
Attributes of the Traditionalists
The literature indicates the generational identity of Traditionalists is conservative,
respectful of authority and institutions (Wiedmer, 2015). Traditionalists are self-sacrificing and
proud to be thrifty as this was a survival skill taught them by the Great Depression of the 1920’s
and 1930’s. The institution, their country, solved problems and fought wars, giving them the
respect for authority and preference for top-down organizational structures that carried them in
their careers and social structures (Wiedmer, 2015). Traditionalists self-describe themselves as
loyal and disciplined, always placing duty before pleasure; growing up, they viewed education as
a dream (Wiedmer, 2015). Traditionalists ae embarrassed by the notion of debt, they prefer
tangible items for recognition and always written communication. For Traditionalists, while
most are now retired, work was an obligation and they were motivated when they received
respect for their experience (Top 10 Characteristics of the Four Generations Currently in the
Workforce, 2012).
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Throughout their stages of life, Traditionalists were highly engaged in community affairs,
unifiers and generous givers when they had the means, so as to bring honor to their family
through generously ensuring others’ needs were met both inside and outside of their family
(Wiedmer, 2015; Rooney et al., 2018). The women of this generation are outliving men by an
average of at least six years (IUPUI, September, 2020). Research shows that Traditionalist
women are inheriting estates from both their parents and their spouses, leaving many of them in
a strong financial situation to be donors. However, in practice, this generation fears outliving
their resources and many have opted to make many small gifts to the charitable organizations
they care about, and then leave legacy gifts through their final estate plans (IUPUI, September
2020).
The Baby Boomer Generation
The Baby Boomer generation is the largest American generation in history with over 76
million living (Adcox, 2015). The Baby Boomer generation follows World War II and members
were born between 1946 and 1960 (Wiedmer, 2015). This generation was influenced by the cold
war and installation of bomb shelters, the assassinations of John F. Kennedy and Martin Luther
King, Jr. and the turbulence of the 1960’s including the use of illegal drugs; the Baby Boomers
were also not subject to a military draft. They saw a spiritual awakening through a sexual
revolution and the women’s liberation movement (Top 10 Characteristics of the Four
Generations Currently in the Workforce, 2012). The Baby Boomers saw the Federal government
lead them to war in Vietnam, be challenged by economic instability in the 1970’s, and expose the
Watergate scandal; all of these events caused a decrease in their confidence in institutions
(Rooney, et al., 2018). A study by Hout and Fischer (2014) found that there was an increased
measurement for placing a high emphasis on autonomy of thought, with 65% of those born after
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1945 having this strong belief compared to 45% born in 1900 (Rooney, et al., 2018). The Baby
Boomer generation also realized a decline in religious affiliation and dedication (Rooney, et al.,
2018).
Attributes of the Baby Boomer Generation
The Baby Boomer generation focused on good physical and financial health throughout
their lives (Wiedmer, 2015). This generation grew up in a time of prosperity, fueled by the
generous G.I. Bill and widespread government subsidies (David, et al., 2017). This financial
success created an optimistic worldview and made them the wealthiest generation. Baby Boomer
families could generally afford travel and five-star resorts, vacation homes and became the first
generation to participate in excessive consumerism (David, et al., 2017). They were wellestablished with careers, hard-working and committed to their personal and professional goals.
Many Baby Boomers were the first in their families to attend college. However, it should be
stated that according to Katz (2017), not all Baby Boomers are healthy, prosperous and
successful today and thus, this generational identity represents a divide among the generation
(Moody, 2008; Bristow 2015). The lives of Baby Boomers were work-centric where they were
competitive and independent yet avoided conflict and were team players (Top 10 Characteristics
of the Four Generations Currently in the Workforce, 2012). To Baby Boomers, their work was
their self-worth. As an effect of all of this, Baby Boomers were highly motivated by money,
power and recognition (Wiedmer, 2015).
Baby Boomers as a generation, tend to embrace that they have both good and bad
qualities (Van Rossem, 2019). They self-describe as being less ambitious as other generations,
are not tech oriented, search for stability and possess high work standards for themselves and
others (Van Rossem, 2019). On the other hand, they are willing to go the extra mile for others
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and are known to be consensus-builders and see work as an adventure (Top 10 Characteristics of
the Four Generations Currently in the Workforce, 2012). Baby Boomers are social, idealistic and
prefer face-to-face communication (Top 10 Characteristics of the Four Generations Currently in
the Workforce, 2012).
Generation X
As the 13th generation since American independence, Generation X has perhaps had the
greatest number of group labels (Whitehouse & Flippin, 2017). Born between 1961 and 1979,
there are over 84 million members of Generation X in the United States making them the
smallest generation sandwiched between the largest Baby Boomers and the 2nd largest,
Millennials (Wiedmer, 2015). Deemed “Gen Bust” due to their smaller size or “Latch-Key Kids”
with the normalizing of two working parents and being the products of daycare and divorce,
Generation X finds itself in the wrong place at the wrong time (Schroer, 2008). Generation X
follows the rules of the Baby Boomers and mentors the Millennials at work and then goes home
to care for their children and aging family members (Urick, 2017). Generation X was first
coined by Robert Capa, an American war photographer using X to hold the place for their future
and then later that year, Jan Deverson and Charles Hamblett, two British journalists said about
teenagers growing up in a post-war Britain that X was the unknown (Katz, 2017). In 1991,
Douglas Coupland was credited with naming this generation because it finally stuck when the
generation turned 30 years old (Whitehuse & Flippin, 2017).
This “Sandwich Generation” saw numerous historical and social events during its
formative years. First, the gas shortages caused by the Arab Oil Embargo of 1976 and the global
energy crisis were felt as economic and environmental hardships (Wiedmer, 2015). The fall of
the Berlin Wall in Germany and the Tiananmen Square Massacre in China led to political
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impressions. The killing of John Lennon, the rise of MTV and grunge music were culturally
explosive earning this generation the nickname of “slackers” (Wiedmer, 2015; Katz, 2017;
Whitehouse & Flippen, 2017). Apple’s invention of the personal computer and the tech boom of
the 1990’s may have been generation x’s first positive identity as they became early adopters of
new technology and grew from there (Katz, 2017). Generation X is responsible for changing the
way we communicate, connect online and how we send and receive goods and services
(Whitehouse & Flippin, 2017).
Attributes of Generation X
Considering the historical and cultural events during the formative years and being
sandwiched between two very large generations, Generation X, serves as the bridge uniting the
Baby Boomers and the Millennials and has the spirit of innovation and a commitment to
humanity (Whitehouse & Flippin, 2017). Having been impacted by working parents and divorce,
Generation X is cautious in building families, but when they do, they are heavy into parenting
and financial planning, being essentially the generation credited with developing the concept of
work/life balance (Wiedmer, 2015). Generation X is well-educated with the highest level of
education in the United States for any generation to date with 29% possessing a bachelor’s
degree or higher (Wiedmer, 2015).
The “American Dream” for Generation X is to do better than their parents in being
financially secure (David et al., 2017). Approximately one third of Generation X has more
wealth than their parents did at their age yet 56% live paycheck to paycheck and 39% report that
financial security is poor (Scotti, 2014; as cited by David et al., 2017). This financial position
may be due to the generation’s aspirations driven by excess and a debt-filled lifestyle including
amenities such as a college education, travelling and vacation homes, and nice clothes.
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Generation X deems itself to be the best generation with almost exclusive positive views
in a recent study by Van Rossem (2019). Their goal of life balance makes them fun and informal
yet results-oriented, fast-paced, confident, loyal and viewing work as a challenge (Top 10
Characteristics of the Four Generations Currently in the Workforce, 2012). As a generation, they
do well to be a part of the “why” and the “how” in both their personal and professional lives.
Generation X is pragmatic, direct and they expect change while requiring flexibility (Wiedmer,
2015). Generation X seeks to know the reason behind decisions and directions, is empowered
through autonomy and against being micromanaged, sending a message to all that if they are in
charge of their destiny, and they can manage it well and succeed (Wiedmer, 2015).
Millennial Generation
Generation Y, or the Millennial generation, is the largest generation in the United States
since the Baby Boomers. With more than 71 million, they were born between 1980 and 1999
with the oldest Millennials turning 40 in 2021 (Wiedmer, 2015; Paulin, 2018). The Millennials
saw the prison release of Nelson Mandela and Princess Diana’s tragic death. They grew up with
the events of the Oklahoma City Federal Building bombing, the World Trade Center attack on
September 11, 2001 and the Columbine, Colorado school shootings. This history of violent
events includes the long-standing Iraq War as well as natural disasters Hurricane Katrina and the
Asian Ocean Tsunami. With these historic events, the trends in lowered confidence with
institutions as well as an increase in self-centeredness and a decreased involvement in civic life
and religious affiliations all continue to pass along from the Baby Boomers to Generation X to
this generation (Rooney, et al., 2018). For example, research from Taylor (2014) shows that
35% of Millennials have no religious denominational preference, showing a continued decrease
when compared to 17% of Baby Boomers and 8% of Traditionalists (Rooney, et al., 2018).
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Additionally, only 51% of Millennials believe that they will receive Social Security income (Pew
Research Center, 2014).
Attributes of Millennials
The Millennial generation is more social, confident and inclusively community oriented,
seeking a sense of meaning in greater contexts, than previous generations (Wiedmer, 2015).
Millennials are realistic about the present, but they are optimistic about the future, they prefer
collective action and are tenacious (Top 10 Characteristics of the Four Generations Currently in
the Workforce, 2012). In their workplace, Millennials flourish in open climates and they have
exceptional work quality. They are easy to get along with and they reach for goals and embrace
technology (Van Rossem, 2019). This generation expects strong supervision, frequent feedback
and stable structure with mentoring opportunities from all levels inside and outside of their
professional lives (Wiedmer, 2015). Millennials multitask and bring creative and multiple
perspectives to all aspects of problem-solving; they thrive in environments when they can
experiment with finding solutions through online research and collaborative techniques
(Wiedmer, 2015). They are motivated through meaningful work and having the opportunity to
work with other bright people (Top 10 Characteristics of the Four Generations Currently in the
Workforce, 2012). Millennials are all of these things because they feel compelled to fulfill an
internal sense of purpose and belonging (Wiedmer, 2015).
Millennials and Giving
Because of their young age, future potential, and large population combined with the
need for their coveted donor dollars, the research on Millennials and giving is substantive and
consistent. Millenniums seek to include altruism into their work and personal life and they have
a strong desire to be connected to community and their motivation to give is positively related
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toward helping others (Gorczyca & Hartman, 2017). Similarly, Millennials engage in volunteer
work that is interesting, enjoyable and valuable to the organization (Gorczyca & Hartman, 2017).
Combining these two concepts, if Millennials believe that they can have a positive impact for the
future condition of the sector where they are working, they will support an organization
financially and with their time (Gorczyca & Hartman, 2017). Much of the body of research
focuses on this very concept and looks to identify strategies to achieve this end and help support
the work of fundraisers.
In 2013, there were over 13 million Millennials with four-year degrees, but fewer than
half had given to their alma mater (O’Neil, 2014). In a 2014 study, 75% of Millennial alumni
said that they would give to some other entity before giving to their college, and 73% said that
they would probably give someday, indicating that institutional loyalty for Millennials is not a
sure thing (O’Neil). Moreover, 62% of these same Millennials said that they were not
financially able to give (O’Neil, 2014). Despite research indicating that young alumni who have
student loans in excess of $10,000 are 10% less likely to give to their institutions, if these same
alumni received any scholarships or grants to help them while in school and they are satisfied
with their undergraduate experience, they are 2.6 times more likely to become donors
(McDearmon, 2010). This study also found that 37% of households under the age of 40 had a
median student loan debt of $13,000 (McDearmon, 2010).
Millennial alumni donors are selective in how, why and when they give back to their
alma mater. First, McDearmon (2010), found that an institution’s first-year retention rates, the
percentage of students on campus and the price of tuition are all positively correlated to young
alumni donor participation rates. Additionally, institutional prestige influences giving from
young alumni populations (Holmes, 2009). Young alumni who have positive attitudes toward
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the assistance they receive(d) from their institution’s career services office was also positively
correlated with making financial contributions (McDearmon, 2010). If young alumni have the
idea that the University is supporting their success, they are more likely to give back (Gose,
2015). Millennials also have many more giving choices fueled by the internet, a growing nonprofit sector and a culture of volunteerism (O’Neil, 2014).
The research does show that higher education can influence Millennial alumni donors
through its messaging. First, Northfell et al. (2016) found by examining young alumni
relationship cultivation that Millennials have strong feelings about the type and tone of
messaging they receive from their alma mater. If the messaging is personable and provides
updates on research and the global impact of the university, it is favorably received (Northfell et
al., 2016). However, when messaging is vague, provides too much information, is outdated or
has technical errors, it negatively impacts Millennial perceptions of the institution (Northfell, et
al., 2016). Nonprofits could direct their marketing strategies toward Millennial values and
needs, specifically, building a case for support that includes experiential learning opportunities or
team activities that are results driven goes a long way with encouraging Millennial participation
in giving programs (Williams, et al., 2010; McCurry & Martins, 2010; as cited in Gorczyca &
Hartman, 2017). In a 2014 study by Gose, 75% of Millennial alumni said they would give to
another organization with which they felt a stronger emotional connection than their alma mater,
reinforcing a finding that alumni giving programs that focus on service, recruitment referrals, or
a gift tend to have more success with engaging Millennial alumni (Gose, 2015).

Generational Comparison of Giving Behaviors
Parents are the most influential source of children’s financial learning (Rosa, et al.,
2018). Specifically, children learn financial management through modeling. When parents model
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positive financial behavior, children model their positive behavior as both children and as adults,
this is known as the family financial socialization model (Gudmunson & Danes, 2011; as cited
by Rosa, et al., 2018). The oldest Millennials are being raised by Baby Boomers; the youngest
Millennials are being raised by Generation X (Rooney, et al., 2018). Research shows that
Millennial parents are frugal, but if they are taught to give through example and shown
volunteerism, then Millennials will also give and volunteer (Rosa, et al., 2018). Generous givers
are not frugal, rather they are purposeful budgeters who focus on saving and giving; frugality is a
tool to maximize charitable giving (Rosa, et al., 2018). On the other hand, Putnam (2000) asserts
that generational succession is the main explanation to declining civic engagement; this research
is based upon participation data, and participation in giving reflects engagement (Rooney, et al.,
2018).
Comparing generational giving behaviors could help practitioners strategize for better
future results. Rooney, et al. (2018), used the National Study of Philanthropy giving of
American families in Baby Boomers, Generation X and Millennials in 2000-2012 at similar age
ranges in their life cycles. The findings confirm that all three of these generations participate by
making larger gifts when compared to Traditionalists (Rooney, et al., 2018). Likewise,
Generation X and Millennial family participation rates are less when compared to both the Baby
Boomers and the Traditionalists. As a group, Millennials, Generation X and Baby Boomers give
more dollars when compared to Traditionalists, adjusted for inflation and income growth, but
examining the difference between each group indicates that total dollars are declining (Rooney,
et al., 2018; Paulin, 2018).
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Additional Research Needed Comparing Generational Giving Trends
The Rooney et al., (2018) study was the first study to include the comparison of
Generation X to Millennial giving and while helpful, there are gaps in the research. First, this
study found employing a fundraising strategy based on trying to get current donors to give more
money may not be the most successful approach; this study showed that the three youngest
generations give more than donors from previous generations (Rooney, et al., 2018). On the
other hand, practitioners should instead focus on identifying and engaging new donors.
Wiedmer (2015) suggests that giving programs need to create choices, respect competencies and
initiative, nourish retention and do all of these by providing similar content through different
means for a multi-generational appeal.
The Rooney et al., (2018) study focused on giving across all sectors and did not examine
giving behavior by comparing generations at specific points in their life cycle. Examining giving
behavior at specific ages across generations could give a more accurate depiction of the
circumstances around generational giving behaviors. For example, a similar study examined
Baby Boomers and Traditionalists and their religious giving behaviors between the ages of 35
and 49; a new and expanded study could be conducted to include Generation X and Millennials
as well as consider other sectors, such as higher education (Wilhelm et al., 2007). A better
understanding of generational succession in giving for a near $50 billion sector would likely be
embraced by many who could benefit from increased support and more donor-focused giving
programs.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This quantitative research study looked closely at the generational giving behaviors of
alumni through the analysis of historical fundraising data from a regional public four-year
university. For decades, higher education led the way in fundraising, developing the best
practices for the sector, translated for various industries, and used by thousands of non-profits to
improve their fundraising practices. As a result, competition for donors and dollars between
higher education and the non-profit sector has never been greater. In addition, financial needs of
public universities and colleges, pertaining to generating new sources of revenue through private
support, is needed more than ever before as many have faced a decade or longer of significant
decreases in public funding. New research in fundraising for public higher education, specific to
its alumni base, could help universities better understand its results and support the innovation of
new fundraising strategies and best practices.
Research Design
This problem was evaluated quantitatively using causal comparative research, also
known as ex post facto (Ravid, 2015). This study was a longitudinal trend study and examined
the giving behaviors of alumni for a regional public four-year institution (Ravid, 2015).
Historical gift, demographic and affinity data were extracted from an alumni database consisting
of a total of 75,000 records. Constituent name and other personal identifying information was
removed for protection of privacy; all records with an existing and valid date of birth were
included in order to maximize the sample size and to reduce systematic bias in the study (early
estimation indicated approximately 75% of the population could be included in this sample).
Reports were built and run over the alumni database to produce records for entry into the

47

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software program. To answer the proposed
research questions and hypotheses, variables were created and entered for data analysis and
comparison (Yockey, 2018).
Threats to Validity
Threats to internal and external validity existed for the study. External validity could be
questioned in this study due to the many different definitions of generational membership.
Threats to external validity may also pertain to the generalization of the results – this data is
specific to one public regional university and the information may not be consistent with the
giving behaviors or student activities reported at other universities (Bernot, 2020). Single-case
research is not necessarily less reliable than other types of research, but there is a threat to
external validity due to the lessened ability to determine the extent and source(s) of generality of
the findings (Kazdin, 2002). Conversely single-case studies can have strong internal validity for
evaluating causal relationships when the study includes replication and randomization as well as
multiple participants (Lobo, et al., 2017).
Threats to Internal Validity
Internal validity was also a consideration for this study. Internal validity would be
maximized by utilizing a variety of activities over all of the records. Threats to internal validity
would pertain to extraneous variables, such as alumni may have participated in many activities or
have been a part of a generation who overall had strong giving data, but may not be donors
because of a bad experience at the university while students or post-graduation (Bernot, 2020).
Data quality may be a threat to internal validity due to inconsistencies in record keeping and data
entry over a number of years and through several changes in office leadership. Another threat to
internal validity would be the method of giving in comparison to generational membership as
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student calling programs were associated with the Baby Boomer generation who did not have
online giving options until just recently. Likewise, the Millennial generation may or may not be
inclined to accept phone calls, or keep all of their contact information updated with the university
resulting in a lack of giving method options.
Purpose of the Study
Data and research generated through studies and technology platforms pertaining to
college and university alumni, suggest that personalized giving programs are most successful
(Wiedmer, 2015). This study considered alumni giving data, demographics information, and
affinity interest and participation information from a regional public four-year institution to
determine if relationships exist between these data sets and their corresponding generational
groups. Data collected and analyzed determined that relationships are shown to exist between
total giving and giving participation rates for generational groups, and for alumni who
participated in student organizations, for example, means that this study could help fundraisers
increase participation and total giving over their alumni population.
This study examined student involvement and affinity interests over generational groups,
and thereby provides a potential contribution to the knowledge needed for higher education
fundraisers as they seek to increase private support from their alumni populations. Updated
research on alumni giving and engagement during the student experience is lacking. There is a
general assumption that since alumni of universities are a natural fit for a core donor group, that
time should be spent during their student experience to build a case for support and an affinity to
support the institution following graduation (Gillies, 2013). A better understanding of older
generations and their giving behaviors as a result of their involvement as students or pertaining
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to other demographic identifiers, could help guide fundraising efforts targeted for younger
generations and generations yet to come.
This study could also support the innovation of new giving opportunities. Through the
analysis of various types of gift data, the research may determine if there is a connection between
generational groups and preferred methods of giving. Additionally, a closer look at the intended
impact of alumni giving, or gift designation data, to see if a relationship exists by generational
group could offer insight behind the motivation of giving by group. Alumni giving programs
that base fundraising strategies off of the attributes and personal interests of generational groups
in the donor prospect pool – and those yet to come - may be able to turn around the declining
participation rates of what should be its most generous group of donors.
Research Problem and Questions
For public colleges and universities, alumni participation in giving has flattened over the
past decade – and arguably may actually be falling. Considering alumni giving data by
generation may reveal a relationship between generational category and giving behaviors. A
better understanding of alumni giving behaviors is needed to address declining participation rates
and to identify opportunities to turn the declining giving trends, for a group of constituents who
should be the most generous givers. The following research questions and hypotheses were
explored:
RQ1: What is the relationship between alumni giving and generational category (resulting from
the analysis of RQ1A and RQ1B)?
H1: There is a difference in alumni giving between generational category.
H0: There is no difference in alumni giving between generational category.
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RQ1A: What is the relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category?
H1: There is a relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category.
H0: There is no relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category.
RQ1B: What is the relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category?
H1: There is a relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category.
H2: There is no relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category.
RQ2: What is the relationship between the number of student activities noted in alumni records
and giving behaviors by generational category?
H1: There is a relationship between the number of student activities and giving behaviors
by generational category.
H0: There is no relationship between the number of student activities and giving
behaviors by generational category.
RQ3: What is the relationship between generational category and preference for giving method
(i.e. gift by mail/check, stock gift, online gift, etc.)?
H1: There is a relationship between the generational category and preferred method of
giving.
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H0: There is no relationship between the generational category and preferred method of
giving.
RQ4: What is the relationship between generational category and preference of gift designation
(i.e. the area of impact the gift will support including scholarships, academic program, etc.)?
H1: There is a relationship between the generational category and preference of gift
designation.
H0: There is no relationship between the generational category and preference of gift
designation.
The null hypotheses for each of these research questions assumed there is no connection and that
none of these factors depend on the others. Alternative hypotheses assumed relationships exist.
Population, Procedures, and Confidentiality
The population included in this study are alumni of a public regional four-year university
located in the United States’ mid-south. With an annual average of approximately 45% of
students being first-generation college students, over half of its alumni base is from within the
state of the institution. The alumni population included residents of all 50 states and more than
20 countries. For this study, records of graduates of the institution were used and records of
alumni who attended but did not graduate, were not used. This database includes alumni of
undergraduate, graduate, and certificate programs from a wide range of disciplines. In order to
sort the data into generational groups, only records with an existing and valid date of birth were
used in the study; this was estimated to be approximately 75% of the existing 75,000 alumni
records. In a preliminary review of the population data, a valid date of birth was defined as an
eight-digit representation in the data field designated as date of birth where the value of the field
did not equal 01011901 (a value used in the database when the year of birth is unknown).
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The office of development at Murray State University maintains all alumni and donor
records in Agilon One, a customer relationship management tool (CRM). This tool has been in
use in the office since 2000 and holds all alumni records as provided by the University’s office
of the registrar. Giving records have been entered for all gifts made to the university after 1985.
Degree information and some elements of student involvement through university organizations
are provided by the office of the registrar. After each graduating class, the University records are
imported into the CRM through an import tool designed and executed by the technology team
under the University’s umbrella of finance and administration. Demographic information,
address updates, name changes, family relationships and employment records are all selfreported by alumni and donors as well as obtained through paid and free online resources such as
LinkedIn, Alumni Finder, Donor Search and Wealth Engine. Opportunities to provide updates
to this information is provided to alumni several times per year through mailers, online
campaigns, and phone calls through the Racerthon, a student calling program run on-campus by
the office of development.
In preparation for this study, several data reports were designed and run to provide an
accurate depiction of the alumni demographic and giving data available to analyze by generation.
All records and giving data were counted and analyzed from the inception of the first graduates
with giving data beginning in 1985, when a formal fundraising program was established, and
were run through December 31, 2020. The reports identified a total number of 139,193 records
in the database. There were 87,199 alumni records with 78,977 living alumni in the database.
Many reporting agencies and rankings groups ask for the number of contactable alumni, defined
as the number of alumni who are living and have a valid mailing address, and this University
reported that number to be 74,418 living contactable alumni.
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This study analyzed the alumni records where there is a provided date of birth allowing
for the categorization of alumni into generational groups. For the purposes of this study, alumni
with earned degree credentials were studied and “attenders,” or those alumni who did not
complete a degree, were not included in the study. The University’s number of alumni graduates
with a valid date of birth is 68,412. This number of records should also be considered by type of
degree earned, with 59,730 being undergraduate alumni, 18,571 graduate degree-holding alumni,
and 2,563 who had earned both undergraduate and graduate degrees from the University.
In order to study giving behaviors of university alumni by generation, the alumni groups
were further narrowed to only include alumni graduate donors. An alumni graduate donor is a
graduate of the University that has made a documented gift of something that has value. Alumni
graduate donors who have made both cash and non-cash gifts were included in the study. In
order to examine giving behavior across generational groups, accounting for the oldest to
youngest generations, alumni who had only made estate gifts, post-mortem, were not included in
this study. According to reports run from the database through December 31, 2020, the
University had 21,131 alumni donors with a cumulative lifetime giving greater than $0.00 and a
valid date of birth, representing the total number of records analyzed in this study (n).
The gift transactions and records maintained by the office of development follow federal,
state and university policies and guidelines. Gifts are defined as any item of value, where
ownership has transferred to the University. Gifts are also defined as cash or noncash types
which include stock, securities, insurance policies, real estate and other tangible property.
Donors are credited with hard credit for those gifts owned by them and transferred to the
university and are provided soft credit for gifts made indirectly, such as through a donor advised
fund or a matching gift employer. Soft credit gifts also include gifts of services – or pro bono
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work - such as attorneys who do legal work, property owners who provide overnight stays for
guests, or landscaping companies who plant trees on a campus. Noncash gifts and soft credit
gifts of services are valued by the donor, the entity gifting the item or service to the University.
Gifts are acknowledged as per the guidelines required by the Internal Revenue Service and the
gift information is held confidential per the donor bill of rights, an ethical understanding between
the university and the donors.
Student activities listed in alumni records are received and updated through several
sources. When the student graduates, the records from the registrar’s office include athletic
letters, honors, validated student involvement and some self-reported student organization
information. Since 2005, this information has been electronically transferred from the
University’s records to Agilon One. Prior to 2005, the student activities were pulled off of
written cards submitted by students at the time of their graduation; this information was entered
into the database over a period of years and was completed for all alumni records in 2017.
For this study, a series of reports were pulled from the database, then merged using an
identifying record number, in order to find the needed data to answer the proposed research
questions and hypotheses. Data was pulled using AQT report writing software and was exported
into Microsoft Excel documents. The data was pulled in two separate reports in order to analyze
individual gift records and transaction details as well as comprehensive giving and student
activity records. The reports were sorted by date of birth, then graduation year, with each record
assigned a newly-designated number pertaining to its order in the report; to protect
confidentiality and ensure anonymity, the previous file record number assigned by the database
to each prospect, was deleted once the data files were merged. The report did not use names,
addresses or any other demographic data that could have led to the identification of the record
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files. Data types included interval (graduation date, birthdate, gift date), ratio (giving data
pertaining to number of gifts, average amount per gift, total amount given; number of activities
reported) and nominal data (gift methods and type of activities reported, such as athletics, Greek
organizations, academic clubs, student government participation).
Each research question analysis required starting with the foundation report including
alumni graduate donors with lifetime giving greater than$0.00 and a valid date of birth, then
added criteria to that report specific to each research question. RQ1 analyzed giving behaviors by
generation; the foundation report was supplemented with the total number of gifts made over the
lifetime of the alumnus through December 31, 2020. RQ2 analyzed giving behavior by
generation as it relates to reported student involvement. In this case, the foundation report was
run and additional criteria was added for student involvement – the report was able to scan the
database for student involvement fields and report back a “yes” or a “no” for student activities
such as student government, band, or athletic letters. The report then summed across those fields
and calculated the total number of reported activities. Both RQ1 and RQ2 required analysis of
the data related to alumni characteristics; a different module of the database was required to
examine RQ3 and RQ4.
Both RQ3 and RQ4 focused on alumni records by way of the foundation report and then
supplemented it with gift tables from the database, requiring reports specializing on identifying
and categorizing gift transactions. RQ3 examined payment method preferences by generation.
The database fields available for this analysis included alumni gift records of any gift made by
cash or credit card, stocks or bonds, personal property, real estate, or insurance policies. The
report evaluated asset type and counted the number of gifts made throughout the lifetime of the
donor through December 31, 2020.
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RQ4 was much more complex and analyzed by generation, the gift designation
preferences, or the university area of their giving impact. There are over 2,500 possible gift
designations, or open funds available for alumni donors to support at the University. A report
that looks at all of these designations over thousands of donor transactions for thousands of
alumni donors would have been ideal; however, in reality it was too large and cumbersome for
the database to process (one donor record notes 12,000 gifts, as an example). For the purposes of
this study, RQ4 had to be analyzed using another approach.
There were two alternative approaches that were considered in the data analysis for RQ4.
The first alternative was to use a data field that specified fund group. There are only four fund
types under the label of fund group and they include endowed funds, expendable funds, quasiendowment funds, and trust funds. Endowed funds and expendable funds are financial
management terms describing if the dollars in the fund are to be invested or if the dollars in the
fund are to be spent out. Similarly, a quasi-endowment fund refers to the ability for the
endowment principal to be expended in certain circumstances requiring only a board mandate. A
trust fund denotes that the gift cannot be used until such time a donor passes away. Fund groups
are helpful in understanding the type of financial management donors prefer when it comes to
their gifts, but they do not provide significant detailed insight into the impact of the gifts made,
and would not have offered the needed data to answer RQ4. The other alternative was to gather
and analyze a data field that defines the fund purpose, and there are 23 specific fund purposes
available in this categorization. Fund purpose provides additional insight into the potential
impact of a gift and might better offer study results that could be more beneficial to the body of
research. Therefore, RQ4 was evaluated using the fund purpose for each gift transaction for each
alumni donor record in the database (Table 3).
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Table 3
Possible Fund Purpose Variables in the Agilon One CRM
Fund Purpose
Alumni Association
Athletics Operations
Awards and Recognition
Academic Support
Chair
Construction
Dues
Equipment
Fellowship
Foundation Operations
Faculty and Staff Support
Internship
Institutional/Mission Support

Lectureship
Library
Operations/Maintenance
Other
Public Service & Extension
Physical Plant
Professorship
Research
Student Financial Aid
Undesignated

Description
Support for programs offered by the office of alumni relations
Support for any operational expenses for the department of athletics
Support used to provide student, faculty, or staff awards and/or gifts that
create and fund incentive and recognition programs
Gifts that provide academic resources, equipment, software or reference
materials
Gifts that create endowed chair positions and must be a minimum of
$1,000,000 in total
Support that pays for the expenses affiliated with construction or renovation
of facilities or program spaces
Paid memberships in such organizations including the Alumni Association,
1922 Society and the University Arboretum
Support specific to the purchase and maintenance of equipment, usually for
labs
Financial merit-based support for graduate students; expendable or endowed
funds
Support used to operate facilities and properties owned by the Foundation –
including the golf course, farms, etc.
Gifts offering stipends for travel and expenses related to conferences and
professional development opportunities
Support for students to receive compensation for participating in an internship
Support for comprehensive lectures, events, campus programs promoting
inclusivity, and any other event/program that fulfills the mission of the
institution
Support for the expenses related to an established lecture series; minimum
gift of $75,000
Support for program and human resources related to the university libraries
Support related to the operations and maintenance of campus facilities
Miscellaneous gift purposes not otherwise defined in this list
Support for programs that provide a public service in the region or that
partner with external agencies/organizations
Support that impacts the physical operation of campus utilities, including
technology
Support that provides salary and/or research support through an endowed
fund; minimum gift of $250,000
Support to be used for the expenses affiliated with conducting academic
research
Support to be used for the payments of student scholarships; may be used for
tuition, fees, housing, dining or other related expenses
Support to be used at the discretion of University leadership; greatest needs

Note. Adapted from Agilon One customer relationship tool at a comprehensive regional fouryear institution (2020).
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For RQ1 – RQ4, the data was organized and the reports manipulated and prepared for
analysis. There were four complete sets of reports, all beginning with the foundation report
which was supplemented by the needed criteria to analyze each research question. The
Microsoft Excel files for the foundation report were sorted by generation using date of birth.
Using Blackbaud’s parameters defining generation, each generation was assigned a value as
follows: Traditionalists generation (1900-1945) was assigned a value of “1,” Baby Boomers
generation (1946-1964) was assigned “2,” Generation X (1965-1980) was represented by “3,”
and the Millennials generation (1981-1999) was assigned the value of “4” (Blackbaud Institute,
2018). Next, to determine n, the number of records for each generation, the files were sorted by
the assigned generation value. This sort was then processed through each of the four sets of
reports. Once this was completed, the individual identification numbers for each alumni record
were replaced with an assigned numeric value as a placeholder across all four sets of reports. The
remaining data fields were then coded appropriately within Microsoft Excel and then imported
into SPSS for statistical analysis.
Variables in the study
In order to determine if there is a relationship between giving behavior and generation
grouping, data was analyzed by assigning variables. The dependent variables in this study were
the giving data, and the independent variables included the generation membership (determined
by the date of birth) and the student activity data. To answer if activities/involvement varies by
generation, student activity data also functioned as the dependent variable with generational
group the independent variable.
A definition for each generational group by date of birth needed to be defined for this
study, and there are several different classifications within the body of research. With a January
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2018 study conducted by Blackbaud Institute on generational giving, looking at over 1,300
American donors, the five generations are defined as follows: Traditionalists (born before 1946),
Boomers (born between 1946 – 1964), Generation X (born between 1965 – 1980), Millennials
(born 1981-1995) and Generation Z (born 1996 and after). In evaluating other sourced
definitions, it seems this definition of the generational dates of birth are fairly consistent and
applicable to this study.
Procedures for data analysis
Once the data was collected, organized and coded, a variety of statistical tests were run to
determine the findings. First, tests for significance, Standard Deviation, means and other
measures of central tendency were used to summarize the data (Ravid, 2015). An ANOVA, or
analysis of variance, was used to determine the degree of variability between giving data and
generational group; this was appropriate as the study met the criteria that the groups are
independent of each other and the dependent variable was measured on a ratio scale (other
factors are also important but not required as they are difficult to meet – such as the dependent
data is normally distributed) (Ravid, 2015). A two-way between subjects ANOVA was also used
for comparing the number and types of student activities and giving data or generational
membership. In this case, both generation and participation were the independent variables and
the giving behaviors were the dependent variables. Statistical findings conducted in this manner
provided sufficient information to answer the proposed research questions for this study while
also inspiring ideas for further research.
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Summary
New quantitative research looking at alumni giving for public higher education could
help universities better understand fundraising results and support innovation in fundraising. This
study was a longitudinal trend study and examined historical giving data from an alumni
database for a regional public four-year institution. Specifically, exploration of research
questions and hypotheses considered alumni giving data by generation. Alumni confidentiality
was protected through the elimination of personal identifying information. Reports were created
and run to analyze the specific giving and student participation information and affinity interests
for each generation. Statistical tests were performed on the data and were sufficient to answer the
posited research questions and hypotheses. The study aimed to provide a better understanding of
alumni giving behaviors to address declining participation rates for a group of constituents who
should be the most generous givers.
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
Alumni of higher education institutions are a natural constituency group with a history of
giving back to support student needs and programs. New research in fundraising for higher
education analyzing generational giving behaviors of alumni graduate donors could help
universities better understand their giving results and support the innovation of new fundraising
strategies and best practices. This study examined historical giving data from an alumni
database for a regional public four-year institution. Preliminary reports from the University’s
alumni database found that the number of alumni graduates with a date of birth was 68,412 and
that report was then used to isolate only alumni graduate donors for use in this study on
generational giving behaviors.
The alumni demographic and giving data from this report was analyzed to explore
possible connections by generational group over four research questions. RQ1 explored the
relationship between alumni giving and generational category by examining both total lifetime
giving amount and total number of lifetime gifts. RQ2 examined data to determine if there is a
relationship between the number of student activities noted in alumni records and giving
behaviors by generational category. RQ3 considered the potential relationship between
generational category and preference for giving method (i.e. gift by mail/check, stock gift, online
gift, etc.). Lastly, RQ4 analyzed giving and generational data for a potential relationship between
generational category and preference of gift designation (i.e. the area of impact the gift will
support including scholarships, academic program, athletics, etc.).
RQ1 Relationship Between Alumni Giving and Generation
RQ1 analyzed giving behaviors by generation; the total number and dollar value of gifts
made over the lifetime of the alumnus through December 31, 2020, was added to the foundation
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report that included year of birth. A total of 21,118 alumni with a birthdate of XXXX and a
lifetime giving greater than $0.01 are categorized by generation in Table 4. RQ1 was evaluated
through RQ1A and RQ1B through two hypotheses:
H1: There is a difference in alumni giving between generational category.
H0: There is no difference in alumni giving between generational category.
Table 4
Alumni Graduate Donors by Generation
Generation
Traditionalists (1900-1945)
Baby Boomers (1946-1964)
Generation X (1965-1980)
Millennials (1981-1999)

Assigned Variable Value
1
2
3
4

Frequency
4,196
8,381
6,358
2,183

Percent
19.9%
39.7%
30.1%
10.3%

RQ1A was evaluated first to help answer RQ1 through the analysis of the total number of
lifetime gifts made by alumni graduates within generational groups. The following hypotheses
were asserted:
H1: There is a relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category.
H0: There is no relationship between the total number of gifts made by
alumni within a generational category.
Generation is a nominal categorical variable and is the independent variable. Generation has
four possible values: Traditionalists, Baby Boomers, Generation X and Millennials. Over n =
21,118, the Baby Boomer generation had the greatest number of alumni graduate donors with
39.7% of the overall population, n = 8,381. For generation, M = 2.31, with the median value of
2.0 falling within the Baby Boomers generation (see Table 6). Despite the greatest span in birth
years, the Traditionalists (1900-1945) were the third largest generational group of alumni donors,
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representing 19.9% with n = 4,196, falling behind in numbers compared to both Generation X,
representing 30.1% of the overall donor population, n = 6,358, and the Baby Boomers.
Millennial donors had the smallest population with n = 2,183 or 10.3% of the overall population.
The dependent variable, total number of lifetime gifts, is a ratio scale continuous variable.
Frequencies, measures of central tendencies and variations as well as an analysis of groups
through the means method were tested for generation and total number of lifetime gifts. The
range for the number of lifetime gifts from alumni graduate donors was found to be 899 over n =
21,118, with the minimum value of 1 and the maximum value of 900. The mean number of
lifetime gifts was 9.48 and the median was 4.0 with 59.7% of all alumni graduates having made
5 gifts or less to the University. Standard Deviation (SD) = 21.148 and the variance of total
lifetime number of gifts is 447.22.
Table 5
Number of Lifetime Gifts by Generation for Alumni Graduates
Generation
Traditionalists
Baby Boomers
Generation X
Millennials
Total

Mean Number of Gifts
13.69
11.31
6.11
4.14
9.48

Alumni Population
4,196
8,381
6,358
2,183
21,118

Standard Deviation (SD)
28.005
23.298
12.641
12.712
21.148

An analysis of groups using the means procedure was used to compare generation, the
independent variable, with the total number of lifetime gifts, the dependent variable, in order to
evaluate for RQ1A and determine a possible relationship. The average number of lifetime gifts
over the entire alumni graduate donor population was 9.48 gifts (see Table 5). The number of
lifetime gifts highest to lowest went in order of generation with the oldest alumni donors, the
Traditionalists, having the largest mean, M = 13.69 gifts, and a decreasing trend by generation
down to the Millennials, having the smallest mean of the overall population, M = 4.14.
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Findings suggest that when comparing the mean for the number of lifetime gifts by
generational category, the older the generation, the greater the mean. This determination showed
that the null hypotheses was rejected and H1 was found to be true; there is a significant
relationship between the number of lifetime gifts made by alumni graduate donors and their
generational category.
RQ1B sought to determine if there is a relationship between the total amount of dollars
given by alumni graduates, total lifetime giving, and their generational category. The following
two hypotheses were proposed:
H1: There is a relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category.
H2: There is no relationship between the total amount of dollars given by
alumni and their generational category.
Generation is a nominal categorical variable and was again, the independent variable. As per
RQ1A, generation has four possible values: Traditionalists, Baby Boomers, Generation X and
Millennials. Over n = 21,118 the Baby Boomer generation had the greatest number of alumni
graduate donors with 39.7% of the overall population, n = 8,381. For generation, M = 2.31 with
the median 2.0 falling in the Baby Boomers generation (see Table 6). Despite the greatest span in
birth years, the Traditionalists (1900-1945) were the third largest generational group of alumni
donors representing 19.9% or n = 4,196, falling behind both Generation X representing 30.1% or
n = 6,358, and the Baby Boomers. As previously noted, Millennial donors had the smallest
population with n = 2,183 or 10.3% of the overall population.
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Table 6
Alumni Graduate Lifetime Giving – Means and Standard Deviation Comparison by Generation
Mean ($)

Donor Population

Std. Deviation

Traditionalists

$5,987.65

4,196

$107,578.80

Baby Boomers

$1,922.27

8,381

$32,937.90

Generation X

$632.69

6,358

$12,761.31

Millennials

$238.74

2,183

$997.12

Total

$2,167.75

21,118

$52,751.78

An analysis of groups using the means procedure was used to compare generation, the
independent variable, with the total amount of lifetime giving, the dependent variable, in order to
evaluate for RQ1B and determine a potential relationship. The average total of lifetime giving
over the alumni graduate donor population was $2,167.75 with only the Traditionalists
generation surpassing the overall mean with a group mean M = $5,987.65 (see Table 6). The
mean lifetime giving totals from highest to lowest went in order of generation with the oldest
alumni graduate donors, the Traditionalists, having the greatest mean – nearly threefold the
average of the Baby Boomers’ total lifetime giving. Likewise, the mean dollars were roughly
the same incremental decrease between Generation X and the Millennials (see Image 1).
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Image 1
Total Alumni Graduate Lifetime Giving – Bar Graph of Means Comparison by Generation

Findings show that when comparing the means for the total amount of lifetime giving by
generational category, the older the generation, the greater the mean. Moreover, the findings
show that the means decrease by approximately three times between the generations.
Additionally, an analysis of the Standard Deviation, the measure of spread in the data
distribution, is the largest value for the Traditionalists, indicating that while donors of this
generation give within a large variance of dollar amounts, they are the most generous generation
in their giving to this university. Aggregately, this data shows that the null hypotheses can be
rejected and H1 is found to be true. Therefore, the study has found a relationship between the
total amount of lifetime giving from alumni graduate donors and their generational category.
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The total amount of lifetime giving for each record is a ratio scale continuous variable
and is the dependent variable. Frequencies, measures of central tendencies and variations as well
as an analysis of groups through the means method were tested for generation and total amount
of lifetime giving. Analysis of alumni graduate lifetime total giving defined the range to be
$4,972,527.31 over n = 21,118 with the minimum value of $.05 and the maximum value of
$4,972,527.36. For lifetime giving M = $2,167.75, the mode is $25.00 and the median is
$115.00 in total giving to the University. Showing large variability in the population, Standard
Deviation (SD) = $52,751.78 and the variance is $2,782,749,801.95.
Findings of RQ1 through Data Analysis of RQ1A and RQ1B
RQ1A and RQ1B examined the total number of gifts and the total amount of giving over
the lifetime records of alumni graduates from a four-year public regional university. In both
cases, the means for both types of giving data, when evaluated by generation, indicated that there
were statistically significant differences in the giving behaviors by generational group. The
oldest generations gave the greatest number of gifts and gave the greatest total dollars when
compared to younger generations. These findings support the rejection of the null hypothesis for
RQ1 and affirm H1, that there is a relationship between giving behaviors and the generational
category of alumni graduate donors.
RQ2 Relationship Between Student Activities, Giving Behaviors, and Generation
RQ2 required the analysis of giving behavior by generation as it relates to reported
student involvement of alumni graduates. To start, the foundational report was run, offering
record identification, birth year transitioned to generational category, total lifetime giving
amount and number of gifts; additional data was added to the report detailing student
involvement. The report scanned the database for student involvement fields across several
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modules for every donor record. The report returned a “yes” or a “no” answer over several types
of student activities. For this study, the following activities are included for analysis: student
organization, honors organizations, athletic letter winner, summer orientation
counselor/ambassador, on staff for MSU News (student newspaper), student government
association, military organizations, student alumni association, music program participation,
academic team, and MSU Shield staff (yearbook). The report then calculated the sum across
those fields and calculated the total number of reported activities. Organizing the report in this
manner allowed for analysis by type of student involvement as well as the potential aggregate
effect over the total number of student activities reported. For RQ2, the following hypotheses
were offered:
H1: There is a relationship between the number of student activities and giving behaviors
by generational category.
H0: There is no relationship between the number of student activities and giving
behaviors by generational category.
As it was in RQ1, generation is a nominal categorical variable and is the independent
variable needed to answer RQ2. Generation has four possible values: Traditionalists, Baby
Boomers, Generation X and Millennials. Data was run on February 5, 2021 resulting in an
additional record due to a gift correction and two birthdate corrections; data for RQ2 is slightly
changed but the difference would not affect the results, with n = 21,119. The Baby Boomer
generation has the greatest number of alumni graduate donors with 39.7% of the overall
population, n = 8,382. For generation M = 2.31 with the median value 2.0, falling in the Baby
Boomers generation (See Table 6). Despite the greatest span in birth years, the Traditionalists
(1900-1945) are the third largest generational group of alumni donors representing 19.9% or n =
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4,197, falling behind both the Baby Boomers and Generation X, representing 30.1% or n =
6,358. Millennial donors had the smallest alumni graduate population with n = 2,182 or 10.3%
of the overall population.
Table 7
Reported Student Activity Type and Participation Frequency
Activity Type

Participated (Yes)

Did not Participate (No)

Student Organization
Honors Organizations
Athletic Letter Winner
Summer Orientation
Counselor/Ambassador
Staff of MSU News
Student Government
Association
Military Organization
Student Alumni Association
Music Program Participation
Academic Team
Staff of MSU Shield

8,009
5,034
1,978
671

13,110
16,085
19,141
20,448

619
503

20,500
20,616

865
285
1,069
51
101

20,254
20,834
20,050
21,068
21,018

RQ2 examined a total of 15 variables. Total dollars of lifetime giving as well as the total
number of gifts are both dependent variables. There are three independent variables: generation,
the 11 types of student activities, and the total number of student activities for each alumni
donor. Frequencies run over the data file for student participation yield output provided in Table
7 for n = 21,119. Records may indicate participation in more than one activity, therefore “yes”
responses are not necessarily unduplicated records. The type of participation with the greatest
frequency was general student organizations, with 8,009 total alumni graduate donor
participants, or 38% of that population. Honors organizations, athletic letter winners and music
program participants were the following highest frequency activities reported in the data file.
Academic Team had the smallest frequency with 51 participants, n = 21,119.
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Table 8
Number of Reported Student Activities Across the Alumni Graduate Donor Population
Number of student activities reported

Number of Donors

% of Overall Donor Population

0

9,446

44.7%

1

6,491

30.7%

2

3,443

16.3%

3

1,278

6.1%

4

347

1.6%

5

98

0.5%

6

16

0.1%

Analysis of the data file for the number of organizations over the population yielded the
results listed in Table 8. Generation is the independent variable and the number of student
activities is the dependent variable. It is noteworthy that according to the data maintained in the
CRM, 75% of the alumni graduate donor population is reported to have participated in one or
less activity and 97.8% of the population is reported to have participated in three or less activities
while they were students.
To effectively answer RQ2 and determine if there is a relationship between generational
group, student participation and giving behaviors, a two-way between subjects Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) is used. A two-way between subjects ANOVA evaluates two independent
variables on a continuous dependent variable. In this case, both generation and student
involvement are the independent variables and the giving data, total lifetime giving and total
number of lifetime gifts, are the dependent variables. A two-way between subjects ANOVA was
first run over the sum of the total number of student activities for each record (independent
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variable) to assess for a relationship with the dependent variables, total lifetime giving and total
number of lifetime gifts. Next, the same test was run over each of the 11 total types of student
participation activities, for each of the two dependent variables - total lifetime giving and total
number of lifetime gifts. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null
hypothesis for each test. This post hoc test was necessary to check that the error variance of the
dependent variable, giving, was equal across all groups. This test would be important to the
results of the study because the population groups were not equal and the results of ANOVA
would be invalid if there was not homogeneity of variance.
Descriptive statistics revealed the average lifetime giving means for each generation
according to the number of activities alumni graduate donors participated in as students (Table
9). For the Traditionalists, the highest mean total giving occurred for alumni graduate donors
who participated in three activities, M = $32,728.85 for 209 donors and the lowest mean
occurred for those Traditionalists who participated in zero activities, M = $1,627.04, for 2,280
donors. The Baby Boomers population had the highest total giving mean at four activities with
M = $3,126.53 for 56 donors. The lowest mean total giving for the Baby Boomers occurred at
zero activities with M = $1,587.59 for 4,338 donors. Generation X data revealed the largest
mean at three activities with M = $2,311.52 and 635 donors, and the lowest mean total lifetime
giving occurred at six activities with M = $289.14 for 7 donors. For Millennials, the highest
mean lifetime giving occurred with five activities, M = $448.47 and 16 donors, and the lowest
mean lifetime giving occurred with zero activities, M = $200.80 for 804 donors.
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics: Total Lifetime Giving by Generation and Total Number of Activities

Generation
Traditionalists

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Number of
Organizations
0

Mean ($)
1,627.04

Std. Deviation
13,995.62

Donor Population
2,280

1

8,507.51

139,774.77

1,101

2

8,589.37

54,521.40

546

3

32,728.85

344,940.50

209

4

5,148.64

18,049.10

54

5

21,416.53

45,078.62

6

6

113,278.75

.

1

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

0

1,587.59

37,176.77

4,338

1

2,352.98

33,100.05

2,662

2

1,915.33

10,399.41

1,082

3

2,884.38

16,038.34

227

4

126.53

9,008.16

56

5

1,654.07

2,681.10

15

6

17,678.50

22,632.37

2

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

0

378.35

1,824.29

2,024

1

403.78

1,843.27

2,018

2

452.00

2,085.31

1,435

3

2,311.52

39,794.01

635

4

1,394.61

7,060.70

178

5

1,244.59

2,649.94

61

6

289.14

250.66

7

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

0

200.80

926.95

804

1

214.19

1,175.59

710

2

230.47

582.64

380

3

421.98

1,170.00

207

4

370.11

747.15

59

5

448.47

1,297.09

16

6

211.33

233.57

6

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182
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Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis, that the
error variance of the dependent variable, total lifetime giving, was equal across groups. With p
less than .001, the null hypothesis was therefore rejected and the population variances were
assumed not equal (Table 10).
Table 10
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances: Lifetime Giving, Generation, Student Activities

Total Lifetime Giving

Based on Mean
Based on Median
Based on Median
and with adjusted df
Based on trimmed
mean

Levene Statistic

df1

df2

Sig.

12.378
4.017
4.017

26
26
26

21091
21091
1010.078

.000
.000
.000

4.351

26

21091

.000

For the tests of between-subjects effects, all three tests of interest were significant (Table
11). An F test, a ratio of two variances, was produced for both generation and total lifetime
giving as well as the interaction between them. For generation, F (3, 21114) = 3.263, p = .02
signifying that the various generations are significantly different; however, the effect size is
negligible with partial n2 = 0.00. For the total number of activities, F(6, 21111) = 4.648, p less
than .001 signifying that the number of activities is significantly different, but again, the effect
size is very small with partial n2 = 0.001.
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Table 11
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Total Lifetime Giving

Source

Type III Sum of
Squares

df
a

Corrected Model
305276869483.703
27
Intercept
24181579248.826
1
Generation
27131926322.561
3
Total Number of
77293012550.186
6
Activities
Generation * Total
161988540511.674
18
Number of
Activities
Error
58458187526338.000 21091
Total
58862708218754.690 21119
Corrected Total
58763464395821.700 21118
R Squared = .005 (Adjusted R Squared = .004)

Partial Eta
Squared

Mean Square

F

Sig.

11306550721.619
24181579248.826
9043975440.854
12882168758.364

4.079
8.724
3.263
4.648

.000
.003
.020
.000

.005
.000
.000
.001

8999363361.760

3.247

.000

.003

2771712461.540

Descriptive statistics revealed the means of the total number of lifetime gifts for each
generation according to the number of activities alumni graduate donors participated in as
students (Table 12). For the Traditionalists, the highest mean total number of gifts occurred for
alumni graduate donors who participated in five activities, M = 81.5 gifts for 6 donors, and the
lowest mean occurred for those Traditionalists who participated in zero activities, M = 11.03
gifts for 2,280 donors. The Baby Boomers population had the highest number of gifts mean at
six activities with M = 47 gifts for two donors. The lowest mean total giving for the Baby
Boomers occurred at zero activities with M = 9.81 gifts for 4,338 donors. Generation X data
found the highest mean at five activities with M = 11.92 gifts for 61 donors, and the lowest mean
for total number of gifts occurred at one activity with M = 5.65 gifts for 2,018 donors. For
Millennials, the highest mean number of gifts occurred with six activities with M = 15.33 gifts
for 6 donors, and the lowest mean total number of gifts occurred with five activities and had a
value of M = 3.13 gifts for six donors.
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Image 2
Estimated Marginal Means of Total Lifetime Giving

The final test of generation x total number of activities over total lifetime giving yielded
F (18, 21100) = 3.247, p less than .001, which is less than p = .05 and thereby the null hypothesis
was rejected, indicating a significant interaction between generation and number of activities
over total lifetime giving. Again, with this test the effect size is small with partial n2 = 0.003.
The estimated size of effect for the total number of activities reported by alumni graduate donors,
based upon the marginal means of total lifetime giving, decreases from oldest to youngest
generations (Image 2).
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Table 12
Statistics: Number of Gifts by Generation and Number of Activities
Mean Number of

Donor

Generation

Total Number of Activities

Gifts

Std. Deviation

Population

Traditionalists

0

11.03

14.97

2,280

1

13.51

19.86

1,101

2

19.97

43.46

546

3

23.92

70.94

209

4

18.59

19.56

54

5

81.50

179.45

6

6

24.00

.

1

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

0

9.81

20.95

4,338

1

12.52

24.78

2,662

2

13.49

26.76

1,082

3

12.07

13.97

227

4

23.23

54.02

56

5

12.93

15.56

15

6

47.00

19.80

2

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

0

5.91

14.69

2,024

1

5.65

12.27

2,018

2

6.31

10.76

1,435

3

6.43

10.09

635

4

8.69

12.98

178

5

11.92

13.75

61

6

7.14

6.04

7

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

0

3.69

10.44

804

1

3.51

9.91

710

2

4.21

11.32

380

3

6.88

23.65

207

4

6.97

21.19

59

5

3.13

3.07

16

6

15.33

20.57

6

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials
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Findings were significant for the tests of between-subjects interactions for total number
of gifts, generation and total number of activities. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
was run to test the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable, total number
of lifetime gifts, is equal across groups. The p-value is less than0.001 and the null hypothesis is
therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal (Table 13).
Table 13
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Total Number of Lifetime Gifts

Number of
Gifts

Based on Mean
Based on Median
Based on Median and
with adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean

Levene
Statistic
37.736
24.328
24.328

df1
26
26
26

df2
21091
21091
4791.111

Sig.
.000
.000
.000

30.377

26

21091

.000

An F test, a ratio of two variances, was produced for both generation and total number of
lifetime gifts and for the interaction between them (Table 14). For generation, F(3, 21114) =
18.197, p less than .001, signifying that the various generations are significantly different;
however, the effect size is very small with partial n2 = 0.003. For the total number of activities,
F(6, 21111) = 23.893, p less than 0.001, signifying that the number of activities is significantly
different, but again, the effect size is very small with partial n2 = 0.007.
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Table 14
Between-Subjects Effects for Total Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source
Corrected Model

Squares
362128.727

a

Partial Eta
df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

27

13412.175

31.148

.000

.038

Intercept

79651.409

1

79651.409

184.978

.000

.009

Generation

23507.283

3

7835.761

18.197

.000

.003

Total Number of Activities

61729.288

6

10288.215

23.893

.000

.007

Generation * Total Number

70146.434

18

3897.024

9.050

.000

.008

Error

9081768.136

21091

430.599

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

of Activities

R Squared = .038 (Adjusted R Squared = .037)

For generation x total number of activities over total number of lifetime gifts, the test yielded an
F (18, 21100) = 9.050, p less than .001 which is less than p = .05 and thereby the null hypothesis
is rejected indicating a significant interaction between generation and number of activities over
total number of lifetime gifts. The effect size of this interaction is small with partial n2 = 0.008.
The estimated size of effect for the total number of activities reported by alumni graduate donors,
based upon the marginal means of total number of lifetime gifts varies from oldest to youngest
generations (Figure 3).
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Figure 3
Estimated Marginal Means of Total Number of Lifetime Gifts

RQ2 Results by Each Student Activity
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run across all 11
types of student activities. The type of student activities and generation were independent
variables and the total amount of lifetime giving or the total number of lifetime gifts was the
dependent variable.
RQ2 Results for General Student Organizations
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for general
student organizations, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount of
lifetime giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive statistics
for lifetime total giving show that participants in general student organizations had higher means
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of total lifetime giving than those that did not participate for each of the four generations as well
as overall (Table 15).
Table 15
Statistics for General Student Organization Participation and Lifetime Giving
Generation
Traditionalists

Student Organizations
Did not Participate
Participated
Total

Mean ($)
3,999.74
10,671.29
5,986.74

Std. Deviation
85,108.22
14,7494.58
107,566.14

Donor Population
2,947
1,250
4,197

Baby Boomers

Did not Participate
Participated
Total

1,904.62
1,964.40
1,922.34

38,604.76
11,097.64
32,935.99

5,896
2,486
8,382

Generation X

Did not Participate
Participated
Total
Did not Participate
Participated
Total
Did not Participate
Participated
Total

393.25
851.97
632.78
233.52
243.16
237.73
1,868.69
2,657.36
2,167.78

1,796.43
17,574.46
12,761.33
1,152.44
737.39
992.55
47,965.14
5,9762.56
52,750.59

3,038
3,320
6,358
1,229
953
2,182
13,110
8,009
21,119

Millennials

Total

Descriptive statistics for total number of lifetime gifts for those who participated in
general student organizations showed a larger mean total number of gifts by individual
generation, but this did not carry through the overall population mean (Table 16).
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Table 16
Statistics for General Student Organization Participation and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

Student Organizations

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

12.72

28.02

2,947

Participated

15.98

27.84

1,250

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

10.93

23.90

5,896

Participated

12.22

21.77

2,486

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

5.99

13.04

3,038

Participated

6.22

12.27

3,320

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

3.80

10.45

1,229

Participated

4.58

15.14

953

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.52

22.18

13,110

Participated

9.41

19.33

8,009

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Mean Number of Gifts Std. Deviation Donor Population

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts, Levene’s
Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error variance of
the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both total
lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts. The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and
the population variances are assumed not equal. For total lifetime giving as the dependent
variable, the results for participants in general student organizations indicated that there was a
significant main effect for generation F(3, 21114) = 14.033, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .002
and for student organizations F(1) = 4.438, p = .035, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total
giving, there was also a significant generation by general student organization interaction with F
(3, 21114) = 3.597, p = .013, partial n2 = .001. The size of the effect for total lifetime giving
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while significant, was small, for those who participated in general student organizations (Table
17).
Table 17
Between-Subjects Effects for General Student Organizations and Lifetime Giving
Type III Sum of
Source
Corrected Model

Partial Eta

Squares
124231373492.078a

df
7

Mean Square
17747339070.297

F
6.389

Sig.
.000

Squared
.002

Intercept

97643159209.403

1

97643159209.403

35.153

.000

.002

Generation

116936565022.752

3

38978855007.584

14.033

.000

.002

General Student

12328320195.477

1

12328320195.477

4.438

.035

.000

29974773028.073

3

9991591009.358

3.597

.013

.001

Error

58639233022329.625

21111

2777662499.281

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

Organizations
Generation *
General Student
Organizations

R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = .002)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for participants in
general student organizations indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F
(3, 21114) = 188.463, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .026 and for student organizations F (1) =
16.954, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .001. Over the total number of lifetime gifts, there was
also a significant generation by general student organization interaction with F (3, 21114) =
4.062, p = .007, partial n2 = .001. The size of the effect for total number of lifetime gifts while
also significant, was very small, for those who participated in general student organizations
(Table 18).
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Table 18
Between-Subjects Effects for General Student Organizations and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

Partial Eta
df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

249596.380

a

7

35656.626

81.871

.000

.026

Intercept

1247924.676

1

1247924.676

2865.355

.000

.120

Generation

246239.539

3

82079.846

188.463

.000

.026

Student_orgs

7383.999

1

7383.999

16.954

.000

.001

Generation * Student_orgs

5307.373

3

1769.124

4.062

.007

.001

Error

9194300.483

21111

435.522

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

R Squared = .026 (Adjusted R Squared = .026)

RQ2 Results for Honors Organizations
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for honors
organizations, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount of lifetime
giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive statistics for
lifetime total giving show that participants in honors organizations had higher means of total
lifetime giving than those that did not participate for each of the four generations as well as
overall (Table 19).
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Table 19
Statistics for Honors Organization Participation and Lifetime Giving
Generation

Honors Organizations

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

4,757.59

90,401.05

3,552

Participated

12,755.61

173,986.75

645

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,599.43

30,603.52

6,614

Participated

3,130.30

40,474.64

1,768

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

393.75

1,779.22

4,239

Participated

1,110.96

21,956.95

2,119

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

204.01

1,006.17

1,680

Participated

350.57

937.73

502

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

1,833.35

46,829.79

16,085

Participated

3,236.36

68,307.04

5,034

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Descriptive statistics for total number of lifetime gifts for those who participated in general
student organizations showed a larger mean total number of gifts by individual generation, as
well as in the overall population mean (Table 20).
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Table 20
Statistics for Honors Organization Participation and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Mean Number of
Generation

Honors Organizations

Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

12.19

17.12

3,552

Participated

21.96

58.42

645

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

10.51

21.33

6,614

Participated

14.33

29.32

1,768

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

5.75

13.52

4,239

Participated

6.82

10.63

2,119

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

3.72

10.58

1,680

Participated

5.55

18.06

502

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

8.92

17.90

16,085

Participated

11.27

29.12

5,034

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for those who participated in honors
organizations. The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are
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assumed not equal. For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for
participants in honors organizations indicated that there was a significant main effect for
generation F (3, 21114) = 13.256, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .002 and for honors
organizations F (1) = 6.654, p = .010, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total giving, there was also
a significant generation by honors organization interaction with F (3, 21114) = 2.832, p = .037,
partial n2 = .000. The size of the effect for total lifetime giving while significant, was negligible,
for those who participated in honors organizations (Table 21).
Table 21
Between-Subjects Effects for Honors Organizations and Lifetime Giving
Partial
Eta
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig. Squared

Corrected Model

123747973288.398a

7

17678281898.343

6.364

.000

.002

Intercept

101063781050.089

1

101063781050.089

36.384

.000

.002

Generation

110462287805.320

3

36820762601.773

13.256

.000

.002

Honors Organizations

18482276654.342

1

18482276654.342

6.654

.010

.000

Generation * Honors Orgs.

23595906537.750

3

7865302179.250

2.832

.037

.000

Error

58639716422533.305

21111

2777685397.306

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = .002)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for participants in
honors organizations indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F(3, 21114)
= 203.588, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .028 and for honors organizations F(1) = 107.485, p is
less than .001, partial n2 = .005. Over the total number of lifetime gifts, there was also a
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significant generation by honors organizations interaction with F (3, 21114) = 23.920, p is less
than .001, partial n2 = .003. The size of the effect for total number of lifetime gifts while also
significant, was very small, for those who participated in honors organizations (Table 22).
Table 22
Between-Subjects Effects for Honors Organizations and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

312248.624a

7

44606.946

103.125

.000

.033

Intercept

1117760.240

1

1117760.240

2584.094

.000

.109

Generation

264187.902

3

88062.634

203.588

.000

.028

Honors Orgs.

46493.085

1

46493.085

107.485

.000

.005

Generation * Honors Orgs.

31040.379

3

10346.793

23.920

.000

.003

Error

9131648.239

21111

432.554

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

R Squared = .033 (Adjusted R Squared = .033)

RQ2 Results for Athletics Letter Winners
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for athletics
letter winners, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount of lifetime
giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive statistics for
lifetime total giving show that athletics letter winners had higher means than those that did not
participate for each of the four generations as well as overall (Table 23).
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Table 23
Statistics for Athletics Letter Winners and Total Lifetime Giving
Generation

Athletic Letter Winner

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

4,688.21

78,066.91

3,894

Participated

22,674.80

286,177.70

303

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,903.74

33,899.65

7,848

Participated

2,195.68

11,769.00

534

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

444.10

2,281.04

5,470

Participated

1,795.07

33,667.19

888

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

221.22

1,013.54

1,929

Participated

363.66

805.62

253

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

1,883.51

41,410.01

19,141

Participated

4,918.60

114,515.29

1,978

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Likewise, descriptive statistics for total number of lifetime gifts show that athletics letter winners
had higher means than those that did not participate for each of the four generations as well as
overall (Table 24).
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Table 24
Statistics for Athletics Letter Winners and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

Athletics Letter Winner

Mean Number of Gifts

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

12.87

21.49

3,894

Participated

24.17

69.45

303

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.30

23.77

7,848

Participated

11.46

14.66

534

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.09

13.13

5,470

Participated

6.22

9.05

888

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.12

12.77

1,929

Participated

4.32

12.27

253

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.41

20.03

19,141

Participated

10.14

29.87

1,978

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Std. Deviation Donor Population

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for athletics letter winners. The null
hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal. For total
lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for athletics letter winners indicated that
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there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) = 17.649, p is less than .001,
partial n2 = .003 and for athletics letter winners F (1) = 12.425, p is less than .001, partial n2 =
.001. Over lifetime total giving, there was also a significant generation by athletic letter winners
interaction with F(3, 21114) = 8.431, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .001. The size of the effect
for total lifetime giving while significant, very small, for athletics letter winners (Table 25).
Table 25
Between-Subjects Effects for Athletics Letter Winners and Lifetime Giving
Partial Eta
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

Corrected Model

177215167612.648a

7

25316452516.093 9.123 .000

.003

Intercept

103691269950.433

1

103691269950.433 37.364 .000

.002

Generation

146936396043.847

3

48978798681.282 17.649 .000

.003

Letter Winner

34482256116.905

1

34482256116.905 12.425 .000

.001

Generation * Letter Winner

70189316394.042

3

23396438798.014 8.431 .000

.001

Error

58586249228209.055

21111 2775152727.403

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

F

Sig.

Squared

R Squared = .003 (Adjusted R Squared = .003)

For total number of lifetime gifts, the dependent variable, the results for athletics letter
winners indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) = 120.877,
p is less than .001, partial n2 = .017 and for athletics letter winners F (1) = 28.255, p is less than
.001, partial n2 = .001. Over the total number of lifetime gifts, there was also a significant
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generation by athletics letter winners interaction with F (3, 21114) = 22.528, p is less than .001,
partial n2 = .003. The size of the effect for total number of lifetime gifts while also significant,
was very small (Table 26).
Table 26
Between-Subjects Effects for Athletics Letter Winners and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

272838.428a

7

38976.918

89.722

.000

.029

Intercept

572490.967

1

572490.967

1317.826

.000

.059

Generation

157534.026

3

52511.342

120.877

.000

.017

Athletics Letter Winner

12274.681

1

12274.681

28.255

.000

.001

Generation * Athletics Letter

29360.065

3

9786.688

22.528

.000

.003

Error

9171058.435

21111

434.421

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Winner

R Squared = .029 (Adjusted R Squared = .029)

RQ2 Results for Summer Orientation Counselors and Ambassadors
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for summer
orientation counselors and ambassadors, the independent variable along with generation, and
total amount of lifetime giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables.
Descriptive statistics for lifetime total giving show that for 671 donors, the total amount of
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lifetime giving was higher for summer orientation counselors and ambassadors for Generation X
and Millennials, but much lower in Baby Boomers and Traditionalists (Table 27).
Table 27
Statistics for Summer O Counselors/Ambassadors and Total Lifetime Giving
Summer Orientation
Generation
Traditionalists

Counselors/Ambassadors

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

5,989.36

107,591.71

4,195

490.00

657.61

2

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,889.31

33,036.48

8,289

Participated

4,865.78

22,146.29

93

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

607.38

13,082.22

5,992

1,048.65

5,195.74

366

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

234.17

1,011.45

1,972

Participated

271.15

794.67

210

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

2,195.18

53,583.13

20,448

Participated

1,332.7058

9,186.01

671

Total

2,167.7793

52,750.59

21,119

Did not Participate
Participated

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Did not Participate
Participated

Millennials

Total

Did not Participate

Descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime gifts show that summer orientation
counselors and ambassadors had higher means in Baby Boomers, Generation X and Millennials
than those that did not participate (Table 28).
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Table 28
Statistics for Summer Orientation Counselors/Ambassadors and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Summer O.
Generation
Traditionalists

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Counselors/Ambassadors

Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation Donor Population

Did not Participate

13.69

28.01

4,195

Participated

7.00

8.49

2

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.21

22.95

8,289

Participated

20.46

43.54

93

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.00

12.57

5,992

Participated

7.89

13.59

366

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.08

11.94

1,972

Participated

4.72

18.51

210

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.50

21.11

20,448

Participated

8.64

22.19

671

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for summer orientation counselors and
ambassadors. The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed
not equal.
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For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for summer orientation
counselors and ambassadors indicated that there was not a significant main effect for generation
F (3, 21114) = .310, p = .818, partial n2 = .000; for summer orientation counselors and
ambassadors, the effect was also found not to be significant with F (1) = .003, p = .957, partial n2
= .000. Over lifetime total giving, the generation by summer orientation counselors and
ambassadors interaction was not significant with F (3, 21114) = .079, p = .971, partial n2 = .000.
For total lifetime giving, no significant interaction was detected for generation and student
counselors and ambassadors (Table 29).
Table 29
Between-Subjects Effects for Summer Orientation Counselors, Ambassadors and Lifetime Giving
Partial Eta
Source
Corrected Model

Type III Sum of Squares
85767478595.250

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

12252496942.179

4.408

.000

.001

Intercept

456460869.598

1

456460869.598

.164

.685

.000

Generation

2581330776.004

3

860443592.001

.310

.818

.000

8050691.825

1

8050691.825

.003

.957

.000

659435557.940

3

219811852.647

.079

.971

.000

Error

58677696917226.450

21111

2779484482.840

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

Summer
Counselors/Ambass.
Generation * Summer O.
Counselors/Ambass.

R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for summer orientation
counselors and ambassadors indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F(3,
21114) = 25.517, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .004; however, for summer orientation
counselors and ambassadors the effect was not found to be significant with F(1) = .115, p = .735,
partial n2 = .000. Over the total number of lifetime gifts, there was a significant generation by
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student counselors and ambassadors interaction with F (3, 21114) = 3.936, p = .008, partial n2 =
.001. The size of the effect for total number of lifetime gifts while also significant, was very
small, for summer orientation counselors and ambassadors (Table 30).
Table 30
Between-Subjects Effects for Summer Orientation Counselors, Ambassadors and Number of
Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

246198.385a

7

35171.198

80.727

.000

.026

Intercept

10847.883

1

10847.883

24.899

.000

.001

Generation

33352.157

3

11117.386

25.517

.000

.004

Summer O.

49.899

1

49.899

.115

.735

.000

5144.005

3

1714.668

3.936

.008

.001

Error

9197698.478

21111

435.683

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Corrected Model

Counselor/Ambassador
Generation * Student
Counselor/Ambassador

R Squared = .026 (Adjusted R Squared = .026)

RQ2 Results for Military Participation
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for military
participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount of lifetime giving
or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive statistics for lifetime total
giving show that for 865 donors, the total amount of lifetime giving was higher for military
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participant Traditionalists and Millennials, but lower in Baby Boomers and Generation X (Table
31).
Table 31
Descriptive Statistics for Military Participants and Total Lifetime Giving
Generation

Military Participation

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

4,197.19

76,076.55

3,879

Participated

27,815.89

286,065.89

318

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,923.63

33,492.97

8,092

Participated

1,886.28

7,256.76

290

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

636.53

12,892.08

6,228

Participated

453.23

1,470.01

130

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

226.56

808.24

2,055

Participated

418.44

2,523.63

127

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

1,791.09

40,116.00

20,254

Participated

10,987.90

173,806.35

865

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Just as the data showed for total lifetime giving, descriptive statistics examining the total number
of lifetime gifts show that military participants had higher means in Traditionalists and
Millennials than those that did not participate (Table 32).
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Table 32
Descriptive Statistics for Military Participants and Total Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

Military Participation

Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

12.72

22.37

3,879

Participated

25.44

64.08

318

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.32

23.46

8,092

Participated

11.16

18.18

290

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.13

12.65

6,228

Participated

5.17

12.42

130

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.06

12.75

2,055

Participated

5.49

12.05

127

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.26

19.78

20,254

Participated

14.68

41.64

865

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts, Levene’s
Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error variance of
the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both total
lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for military participants. The null hypothesis is
therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for military participants
indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) = 19.989, p less
than .001, partial n2 = .003; for military participation, the effect was also found to be significant
with F (1) = 8.658, p = .003, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total giving, the generation by
military participation interaction was also significant with F (3, 21114) = 12.680, p less than
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.001, partial n2 = .002. For total lifetime giving, the effect size for generation and military
participation is very small (Table 33).
Table 33
Between-Subjects Effects for Military Participation and Lifetime Giving
Partial
Eta
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

248787068379.797a

7

35541009768.542

12.823

.000

.004

Intercept

60832969667.183

1

60832969667.183

21.947

.000

.001

Generation

166212509674.574

3

55404169891.525

19.989

.000

.003

Military Participation

23998985953.983

1

23998985953.983

8.658

.003

.000

Generation * Military Part.

105440152003.563

3

35146717334.521

12.680

.000

.002

Error

58514677327441.910

21111

2771762461.629

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

Corrected Model

R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .004)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for military
participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) =
80.657, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .011. For military participants, the effect was also found
to be significant with F(1) = 16.876, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .001. Over the total number
of lifetime gifts, there was a significant generation by military participants interaction with F(3,
21114) = 23.710, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .003. The size of the effect for total number of
lifetime gifts while also significant, was very small, for military participants (Table 34).
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Table 34
Between-Subjects Effects for Military Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

284848.347

a

7

40692.621

93.794

.000

.030

Intercept

286378.173

1

286378.173

660.083

.000

.030

Generation

104980.205

3

34993.402

80.657

.000

.011

Military

7321.662

1

7321.662

16.876

.000

.001

Generation * Military

30859.635

3

10286.545

23.710

.000

.003

Error

9159048.516

21111

433.852

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

R Squared = .030 (Adjusted R Squared = .030)

RQ2 Results for Student Alumni Association
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for student
alumni association participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount
of lifetime giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive
statistics for lifetime total giving show that for 285 donors, the total amount of lifetime giving
was higher for student alumni association participant Baby Boomers and Generation X, but
lower in Traditionalists and Millennials (Table 35).
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Table 35
Statistics for Student Alumni Association Participants and Lifetime Giving
Generation

Student Alumni Association

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

5,990.88

107,604.50

4,194

Participated

204.17

156.33

3

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,921.75

32,987.19

8,355

Participated

2,104.48

6,477.51

27

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

631.18

12,942.29

6,174

Participated

686.77

2,614.61

184

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

245.06

1,008.28

2,111

Participated

19.72

26.47

71

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

2,188.54

53,108.78

20,834

Participated

649.82

2,924.039

285

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Results were similar for the descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime gifts,
showing that student alumni association participants had higher means only in Baby Boomers
and Generation X than those that did not participate (Table 36).
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Table 36
Statistics for Student Alumni Association Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

Student Alumni Association

Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

13.69

28.01

4,194

Participated

5.67

3.22

3

Total

13.69

28.00

4197

Did not Participate

11.30

23.32

8,355

Participated

14.41

15.57

27

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.04

12.73

6,174

Participated

8.31

9.12

184

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.23

12.92

2,111

Participated

1.44

.79

71

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.51

21.26

20,834

Participated

7.15

9.49

285

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for student alumni association participants.
The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for student alumni
association participants indicated that there was not a significant main effect for generation F (3,
21114) = .041, p = .989, partial n2 = .00; for student alumni association participation, the effect
was also found to not be significant with F (1) = .031, p = .861, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime
total giving, the generation by student alumni association participation interaction was also not
significant with F (3, 21114) = .012, p = .998, partial n2 = .000 (Table 37).
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Table 37
Between-Subjects Effects for Student Alumni Association Participation and Lifetime Giving
Partial
Type III Sum of
Source

Eta

Squares

Corrected Model

84930142254.234

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

12132877464.891

4.365

.000

.001

Intercept

356459998.386

1

356459998.386

.128

.720

.000

Generation

344066009.414

3

114688669.805

.041

.989

.000

Student Alumni Association

85283525.852

1

85283525.852

.031

.861

.000

Generation * Student Alumni

104159924.645

3

34719974.882

.012

.998

.000

Error

58678534253567.470

21111

2779524146.349

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

Association

R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for student alumni
association participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3,
21114) = 6.461, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .001. For student alumni association participants,
the effect was found to be not significant with F (1) = .174, p = .676, partial n2 = .000. Over the
total number of lifetime gifts, there was not a significant generation by student alumni
association participants interaction with F (3, 21114) = 1.254, p =.288, partial n2 = .000 (Table
38).
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Table 38
Between-Subjects Effects for Student Alumni Association and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

Corrected Model

238834.644

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

34119.235

78.249

.000

.025

Intercept

10839.839

1

10839.839

24.860

.000

.001

Generation

8451.312

3

2817.104

6.461

.000

.001

76.048

1

76.048

.174

.676

.000

1640.512

3

546.837

1.254

.288

.000

Error

9205062.219

21111

436.032

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Student Alumni
Association
Generation * Student
Alumni Association

R Squared = .025 (Adjusted R Squared = .025)

RQ2 Results for Music Group Participation
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for music
group participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount of lifetime
giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive statistics for
lifetime total giving show that 1,069 donors, the mean total amount of lifetime giving was lower
for music group participants across all generational groups (Table 39).
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Table 39
Statistics for Music Group Participants and Lifetime Giving
Music Group or
Generation

Performance Participation

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

6,077.85

111,148.71

3,913

Participated

4,731.35

27,896.74

284

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4197

Did not Participate

1,963.48

33,507.15

8,097

Participated

753.54

2,311.83

285

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

647.18

13,094.67

6,035

Participated

363.74

1,330.26

323

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

241.48

1,024.24

2,005

Participated

195.27

511.06

177

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

2,198.05

54,034.17

20,050

Participated

1,600.11

14,553.40

1,069

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Results were the opposite for the descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime
gifts, showing that music group participants had higher means across every generation examined
in this study (Table 40).
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Table 40
Statistics for Music Group Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Music Group or

Mean Number of

Generation

Performance Participants

Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

13.50

26.85

3,913

Participated

16.30

40.63

284

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.20

22.48

8,097

Participated

14.43

39.98

285

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.08

12.66

6,035

Participated

6.70

12.24

323

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.06

12.80

2,005

Participated

5.09

11.73

177

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.39

20.50

20,050

Participated

11.04

30.86

1,069

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts, Levene’s
Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error variance of
the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both total
lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for music group participants. The null
hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for music group
participants indicated that there was not a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) =
2.103, p = .098, partial n2 = .000; for music group participation, the effect was also found to not
be significant with F (1) = .178, p = .673, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total giving, the
generation by music group participation interaction was also not significant with F (3, 21114) =
.036, p = .991, partial n2 = .000 (Table 41).
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Table 41
Between-Subjects Effects for Music Group Participation and Lifetime Giving
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

85732904490.750

a

7

12247557784.393

4.406

.000

.001

Intercept

13331109298.311

1

13331109298.311

4.796

.029

.000

Generation

17532048734.035

3

5844016244.678

2.103

.098

.000

Music Group Participation

495243298.075

1

495243298.075

.178

.673

.000

Generation * Music Group

299024930.193

3

99674976.731

.036

.991

.000

Error

58677731491330.950

21111

2779486120.569

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

Participation

R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for music group
participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) =
52.958, p is less than .001, partial n2 = .007. For music group participants, the effect was also
found to be significant with F (1) = 8.053, p = .005, partial n2 = .000. Over the total number of
lifetime gifts, there was not a significant generation by music group participants interaction with
F (3, 21114) = 1.004, p =.390, partial n2 = .000 (Table 42).
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Table 42
Between-Subjects Effects for Music Group Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

Partial Eta
df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

242160.598

a

7

34594.371

79.368

.000

.026

Intercept

355796.404

1

355796.404

816.283

.000

.037

Generation

69248.818

3

23082.939

52.958

.000

.007

Music Group Participation

3510.164

1

3510.164

8.053

.005

.000

Generation * Music Group

1313.472

3

437.824

1.004

.390

.000

Error

9201736.265

21111

435.874

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Participation

R Squared = .026 (Adjusted R Squared = .025)

RQ2 Results for Academic Team Participation
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for academic
team participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount of lifetime
giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive statistics for
lifetime total giving show that for a population of 51 donors, the mean total amount of lifetime
giving was higher for academic team participants across all generational groups except Baby
Boomers (Table 43).
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Table 43
Statistics for Academic Team Participants and Lifetime Giving
Generation

Academic Team

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

5,938.37

107,677.92

4,186

Participated

24,391.81

47,795.19

11

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,923.18

32,957.39

8,371

Participated

1,281.55

3,488.33

11

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

632.53

12,785.84

6,333

Participated

696.26

2,097.49

25

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

237.25

992.89

2,178

Participated

501.39

859.19

4

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

2,158.70

52,801.55

21,068

Participated

5,918.02

23,606.30

51

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Results were the same for the descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime gifts,
showing that academic team participants had higher means across every generation examined in
this study except for the Baby Boomers (Table 44).
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Table 44
Statistics for Academic Team Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

Academic Team

Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

13.67

28.02

4,186

Participated

20.82

21.38

11

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.32

23.31

8,371

Participated

9.82

12.28

11

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.10

12.66

6,333

Participated

7.08

8.21

25

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.10

12.60

2,178

Participated

28.00

38.45

4

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.47

21.16

21,068

Participated

12.27

17.13

51

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for academic team participants. The null
hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for academic team
participants indicated that there was not a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) =
.845, p = .469, partial n2 = .000; for academic team participation, the effect was also found to not
be significant with F (1) = .250, p = .617, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total giving, the
generation by academic team participation interaction was also not significant with F (3, 21114)
= .356, p = .785, partial n2 = .000 (Table 45).
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Table 45
Between-Subjects Effects for Academic Team Participation and Lifetime Giving
Partial Eta
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

Corrected Model

88565725380.125

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

12652246482.875

4.552

.000

.002

Intercept

2680929987.743

1

2680929987.743

.965

.326

.000

Generation

7041861420.474

3

2347287140.158

.845

.469

.000

Academic Team

695964940.302

1

695964940.302

.250

.617

.000

Generation *

2969572715.010

3

989857571.670

.356

.785

.000

Error

58674898670441.580

21111

2779351933.610

Total

58862708218754.690

21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700

21118

Academic Team

R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for academic team
participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) = 3.065,
p =.027, partial n2 = .000. For academic team participants, the effect was also found to be
significant with F (1) = 4.522, p = .033, partial n2 = .000. Over the total number of lifetime gifts,
there was not a significant generation by academic team participants interaction with F (3,
21114) = 1.713, p =.162, partial n2 = .000 (Table 46).
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Table 46
Between-Subjects Effects for Academic Team Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

Corrected Model

239816.474

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

34259.496

78.580

.000

.025

Intercept

21534.779

1

21534.779

49.393

.000

.002

Generation

4008.690

3

1336.230

3.065

.027

.000

Academic Team

1971.340

1

1971.340

4.522

.033

.000

Generation *

2240.703

3

746.901

1.713

.162

.000

Error

9204080.389

21111

435.985

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Academic Team

R Squared = .025 (Adjusted R Squared = .025)

RQ2 Results for MSU News Student Staff Participation
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for MSU
News student staff participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total amount
of lifetime giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive
statistics for lifetime total giving show that for 619 donors, the mean total amount of lifetime
giving was higher for MSU News student staff participants only in the Traditionalists population
(Table 47).
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Table 47
Statistics for MSU News Student Staff Participants and Lifetime Giving
MSU News Student Staff
Generation

Participants

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

5,748.88

107,959.93

4,026

Participated

11,586.75

97,959.93

171

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,936.33

33,341.29

8,177

Participated

1,364.25

3,629.45

205

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

643.66

12,987.07

6,138

Participated

329.44

786.29

220

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

238.84

997.39

2,159

Participated

133.35

273.99

23

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

2,119.26

52,783.91

20,500

Participated

3,774.72

51,650.94

619

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Results for the descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime gifts, showed that
MSU News student staff participants had higher means across every generation examined in this
study except for Millennials. The mean total number of lifetime gifts for the overall population
was also higher for MSU News student staff participants (Table 48).
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Table 48
Statistics for MSU News Student Staff Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

MSU News

Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

13.60

27.61

4,026

Participated

15.75

36.04

171

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.12

22.83

8,177

Participated

19.23

36.58

205

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.08

12.78

6,138

Participated

6.91

7.92

220

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.16

12.78

2,159

Participated

2.83

3.04

23

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.36

20.85

20,500

Participated

13.28

29.22

619

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for MSU News student staff participants.
The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for MSU News student
staff participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114) =
3.430, p = .016, partial n2 = .000; for MSU News student staff participation, the effect was found
to not be significant with F (1) = .141, p = .707, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total giving, the
generation by MSU News student staff participation interaction was also not significant with F
(3, 21114) = .561, p = .641, partial n2 = .000 (Table 49).
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Table 49
Between-Subjects Effects for MSU News Student Staff Participation and Lifetime Giving
Partial
Type III Sum of
Source

Eta

Squares

Corrected Model

90501838686.211

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

12928834098.030

4.652

.000

.002

Intercept

8087275565.306

1

8087275565.306

2.910

.088

.000

Generation

28597103549.446

3

9532367849.815

3.430

.016

.000

MSU News Student Staff

393068516.251

1

393068516.251

.141

.707

.000

Generation * MSU

4677020296.711

3

1559006765.570

.561

.641

.000

Student Staff
Error

58672962557135.490 21111

Total

58862708218754.690 21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700 21118

2779260222.497

R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for MSU News
student staff participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3,
21114) = 34.077, p less than .001, partial n2 = .005. For MSU News student staff participants,
the effect was not found to be significant with F (1) = 3.671, p = .055, partial n2 = .000. Over the
total number of lifetime gifts, there was a significant generation by MSU News student staff
participants interaction with F (3, 21114) = 5.047, p =.002, partial n2 = .001 (Table 50).
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Table 50
Between-Subjects Effects for MSU News Student Staff Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

Partial Eta
df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

251042.679

a

7

35863.240

82.358

.000

.027

Intercept

106247.448

1

106247.448

243.993

.000

.011

Generation

44516.999

3

14839.000

34.077

.000

.005

MSU News Student Staff

1598.602

1

1598.602

3.671

.055

.000

Generation * MSU News

6593.048

3

2197.683

5.047

.002

.001

Error

9192854.184

21111

435.453

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Student Staff

R Squared = .027 (Adjusted R Squared = .026)

RQ2 Results for MSU Shield Student Staff Participation
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for MSU
Shield student staff participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total
amount of lifetime giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive
statistics for lifetime total giving show that for 101 donors, the mean total amount of lifetime
giving was higher for MSU Shield student staff participants in the Traditionalist and Millennial
populations (Table 51).
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Table 51
Statistics for MSU Shield Student Staff Participants and Lifetime Giving
Generation

MSU Shield Student Staff

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

5,938.44

108,116.28

4,147

Participated

9,992.76

41,836.703

50

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,923.92

32,967.37

8,366

Participated

1,094.28

1,767.43

16

Total

1,922.34

32,935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

633.83

12,788.46

6,331

Participated

388.60

527.27

27

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

237.66

994.28

2,174

Participated

256.50

245.33

8

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

2,152.99

52,837.12

21,018

Participated

5,244.46

29,674.61

101

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Results for the descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime gifts, showed that
MSU Shield student staff participants had higher means across every generation examined in this
study except for Traditionalists. The mean total number of lifetime gifts for the overall
population was also higher for MSU Shield student staff participants (Table 52).
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Table 52
Statistics for MSU Shield Student Staff Participants and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation

MSU Shield Student Staff

Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

13.72

28.14

4,147

Participated

11.08

10.93

50

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.30

23.30

8,366

Participated

20.13

18.53

16

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.09

12.63

6,331

Participated

10.63

14.77

27

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

4.13

12.73

2,174

Participated

6.88

7.43

8

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.46

21.18

21,018

Participated

12.06

13.57

101

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for MSU Shield student staff participants.
The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for MSU Shield student
staff participants indicated that there was not a significant main effect for generation F (3, 21114)
= .626, p = .598, partial n2 = .000; for MSU Shield student staff participation, the effect was
found to not be significant with F (1) = .013, p = .909, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime total
giving, the generation by MSU Shield student staff participation interaction was also not
significant with F (3, 21114) = .060, p = .981, partial n2 = .000 (Table 53).
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Table 53
Between-Subjects Effects for MSU Shield Student Staff Participation and Lifetime Giving
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

Corrected Model

85649514409.992

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

12235644915.713

4.402

.000

.001

Intercept

1706028729.976

1

1706028729.976

.614

.433

.000

Generation

5220096877.988

3

1740032292.663

.626

.598

.000

36615967.917

1

36615967.917

.013

.909

.000

499247329.581

3

166415776.527

.060

.981

.000

58677814881411.71

21111

2779490070.646

MSU Shield Student
Staff
Generation * MSU
Shield Student Staff
Error

0
Total

58862708218754.69

21119

0
Corrected Total

58763464395821.70

21118

0
R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for MSU Shield
student staff participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for generation F (3,
21114) = 2.663, p = .046, partial n2 = .000. For MSU Shield student staff participants, the effect
was not found to be significant with F (1) = 1.696, p = .193, partial n2 = .000. Over the total
number of lifetime gifts, there was not a significant generation by MSU Shield student staff
participants interaction with F (3, 21114) = 1.502, p =.212, partial n2 = .000 (Table 54).
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Table 54
Between-Subjects Effects for MSU Shield Student Staff and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Partial
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

Corrected Model

239129.246

a

Eta
df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

34161.321

78.348

.000

.025

Intercept

28702.835

1

28702.835

65.830

.000

.003

Generation

3482.845

3

1160.948

2.663

.046

.000

MSU Shield Student Staff

739.335

1

739.335

1.696

.193

.000

Generation * MSU Shield

1964.500

3

654.833

1.502

.212

.000

Error

9204767.617

21111

436.018

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Student Staff

R Squared = .025 (Adjusted R Squared = .025)

RQ2 Results for Student Government Association Participation
Two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run for Student
Government Association participants, the independent variable along with generation, and total
amount of lifetime giving or total number of lifetime gifts were dependent variables. Descriptive
statistics for lifetime total giving show that for 503 donors, the mean total amount of lifetime
giving was higher for student government association participants across all generation
populations but was not higher for the overall population (Table 55).
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Table 55
Statistics for Student Government Association and Lifetime Giving
Generation

Student Government Association

Mean ($)

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Traditionalists

Did not Participate

5,959.08

107,982.53

4,162

Participated

9,275.85

30,253.82

35

Total

5,986.74

107,566.14

4,197

Did not Participate

1,917.68

33,130.72

8,279

Participated

2,296.74

7,154.60

103

Total

1,922.34

3,2935.99

8,382

Did not Participate

603.58

12,963.17

6,108

Participated

1,346.38

5,968.51

250

Total

632.78

12,761.33

6,358

Did not Participate

218.44

959.92

2,067

Participated

584.48

1,421.43

115

Total

237.73

992.55

2,182

Did not Participate

2,173.86

53,368.60

20,616

Participated

1,918.54

9,741.43

503

Total

2,167.78

52,750.59

21,119

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Results for the descriptive statistics examining the total number of lifetime gifts, showed that
student government association participants had higher means across every generation examined
in this study when compared to those who did not participate. The mean total number of lifetime
gifts for the overall population was also higher for student government association participants
(Table 56).
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Table 56
Statistics for Student Government Association and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Generation
Traditionalists

Baby Boomers

Generation X

Millennials

Total

Student Government Association Mean Number of Gifts

Std. Deviation

Donor Population

Did not Participate

13.66

28.05

4,162

Participated

17.37

22.20

35

Total

13.69

28.00

4,197

Did not Participate

11.26

22.99

8,279

Participated

15.98

40.88

103

Total

11.31

23.30

8,382

Did not Participate

6.03

12.67

6,108

Participated

8.13

11.73

250

Total

6.11

12.64

6,358

Did not Participate

3.77

11.09

2,067

Participated

10.76

28.61

115

Total

4.14

12.71

2,182

Did not Participate

9.44

21.04

20,616

Participated

10.98

25.28

503

Total

9.48

21.15

21,119

For both dependent variables total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error
variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for both
total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts for student government association
participants. The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed
not equal.
For total lifetime giving as the dependent variable, the results for student government
association participants indicated that there was not a significant main effect for generation F (3,
21,114) = .735, p = .531, partial n2 = .000; for student government association participation, the
effect was found to not be significant with F (1) = .160, p = .689, partial n2 = .000. Over lifetime
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total giving, the generation by student government association participation interaction was also
not significant with F (3, 21114) = .031, p = .993, partial n2 = .000 (Table 57).
Table 57
Between-Subjects Effects for Student Government Association and Lifetime Giving
Type III Sum of
Source

Partial Eta

Squares

Corrected Model

85368368176.430

a

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

7

12195481168.061

4.388

.000

.001

Intercept

9482434785.772

1

9482434785.772

3.412

.065

.000

Generation

6129687171.374

3

2043229057.125

.735

.531

.000

Student Government

444073338.404

1

444073338.404

.160

.689

.000

258614141.181

3

86204713.727

.031

.993

.000

Assoc.
Generation * Student
Government Association
Error

58678096027645.270 21111

Total

58862708218754.690 21119

Corrected Total

58763464395821.700 21118

2779503388.169

R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

For total number of lifetime gifts as the dependent variable, the results for student
government association participants indicated that there was a significant main effect for
generation F (3, 21114) = 14.856, p less than .001, partial n2 = .002 indicating that the effect is
small. For student government association participants, the effect was also found to be
significant with F (1) = 13.560, p less than .001, partial n2 = .001 indicating that this effect was
small. Over the total number of lifetime gifts, there was not a significant generation by student
government association participants interaction with F (3, 21114) = 1.439, p =.229, partial n2 =
.000 (Table 58).
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Table 58
Between-Subjects Effects for Student Government Association and Number of Lifetime Gifts
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

Partial Eta
df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squared

Corrected Model

246048.982

a

7

35149.855

80.676

.000

.026

Intercept

145428.557

1

145428.557

333.789

.000

.016

Generation

19417.348

3

6472.449

14.856

.000

.002

Student Government

5907.848

1

5907.848

13.560

.000

.001

1880.353

3

626.784

1.439

.229

.000

Error

9197847.881

21111

435.690

Total

11340787.000

21119

Corrected Total

9443896.863

21118

Association
Generation * Student
Government Association

R Squared = .026 (Adjusted R Squared = .026)

RQ3 Relationship Between Generation and Preference for Giving Method
RQ3 examined payment method preferences by generation. The database fields available
for this analysis included alumni gift records for every gift made by cash or credit card, stocks or
bonds, personal property, real estate, or insurance policies. As with the previous data files used
in this study, alumni graduate donors are included for analysis if they had a valid date of birth in
the CRM. Estate gifts, or gifts made after the alumni graduate has passed away, are not included
in this study. The report will evaluate asset type and count the number of gifts made throughout
the lifetime of the donor through December 31, 2020. For RQ3, n = 21,118 with generation as
the independent variable and transaction type as the dependent variable. Once the data was
imported to SPSS, several statistical tests were run, including: frequencies, measures of central
tendencies, variances, and analysis of groups using the means procedure. One-way between
subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was run to examine the interaction between the
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independent variable, generation, and the dependent variable, transaction type. The data will
offer evidence toward the following hypotheses:
H1: There is a relationship between the generational category and preferred method of
giving.
H0: There is no relationship between the generational category and preferred method of
giving.
Statistical data analysis shows that cash/credit card gift transactions are the most common
way donors make gifts to the University, with M = 9.43 cash/credit gift transactions per donor
(Table 59).
Table 59
Statistics for Gift Transaction Types Over the Alumni Graduate Donor Population
Cash and Credit

Stocks or

Personal

Real Estate

Insurance

Generation

Card Gifts

Bonds Gifts

Property Gifts

Gifts

Policy Gifts

21,118

21,118

21,118

21,118

21,118

2,1118

0

0

0

0

0

0

Mean

2.31

9.43

.01

.03

.00

.00

Median

2.00

4.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

2

1

0

0

0

0

Std. Deviation

.90

21.00

.41

.42

.03

.01

Variance

.82

441.10

.16

.18

.00

.00

Range

3

895

36

27

2

1

Minimum

1

0

0

0

0

0

Maximum

4

895

36

27

2

1

N

Mode

For the dependent variables, transaction type, Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances was run to test the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is
equal across groups. The p-value is less than .001 for all transaction types. The null hypothesis
is therefore rejected and the population variances are assumed not equal.
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With transaction type as the dependent variable, the results for ANOVA with the
independent variable generation indicated that there was a significant between group effect for
cash/credit card gifts with F (3, 21114) = 180.796, p is less than .001. For stocks/bonds gifts, the
effect was found to be significant between groups with F (3, 21114) = 7.571, p is less than .001.
For gifts of personal property, analysis indicated that there was also a significant effect with F (3,
21114) = 2.606, p is less than .001. Over real estate gifts and insurance gifts, the interaction was
not found to be significant (Table 60).
Considering these results by generation, the study revealed payment preferences exist for
the different groups of donors. First, cash and credit transactions make up the greatest number of
overall transaction types across all generations and follow the means of total number of lifetime
gifts. Second, for gifts of stocks and bonds, Traditionalists (M = 0.04, SD = 0.81) use this
transaction type the most, with Baby Boomers (M = 0.01, SD = 0.22) and Generation X (M =
0.01, SD = 0.23) using it at near equal means. Traditionalists are at the top for donating personal
property (M = 0.07, SD = 0.73), with the other three generations close in means: Baby Boomers
(M = 0.03, SD = 0.34), Generation X (M = 0.02, SD = 0.29) and Millennials (M = 0.02, SD =
0.20).
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Table 60
Between-Subjects Effects for Generation and Transaction Types
Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

180.796

.000

7.571

.000

14.519

.000

2.116

.096

1.517

.208

Cash/Credit Card

Between Groups

233286.355

3

77762.118

Gifts

Within Groups

9081350.680

21114

430.110

Total

9314637.036

21117

Stocks/Bonds

Between Groups

3.730

3

1.243

Gifts

Within Groups

3467.263

21114

.164

Total

3470.993

21117

Personal

Between Groups

7.817

3

2.606

Property Gifts

Within Groups

3789.507

21114

.179

Total

3797.324

21117

Between Groups

.004

3

.001

Within Groups

13.991

21114

.001

Total

13.995

21117

Insurance Policy

Between Groups

.001

3

.000

Gifts

Within Groups

2.999

21114

.000

Total

3.000

21117

Real Estate Gifts

RQ4 Relationship Between Generation and Preference of Gift Designation
RQ4 is much more complex and will analyze the gift designation preferences by
generation, or the university area of their giving impact. There are over 2,500 possible gift
designations, or open funds, available for alumni donors to support at the University. A report
that looks at all of these designations over thousands of donor transactions for thousands of
alumni donors would be ideal; however, that type of report is too large and cumbersome for the
database to process (one donor record notes 12,000 gifts, as an example). For the purposes of
this study, RQ4 will need to be analyzed using another approach.
There are two alternative approaches to use in the data analysis for RQ4. The first
alternative is to use a data field that specifies fund group. There are only four fund types under
the label of fund group and they include endowed funds, expendable funds, quasi-endowment
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funds, and trust funds. Endowed funds and expendable funds are financial management terms
describing if the dollars in the fund are to be invested or if the dollars in the fund are to be spent
out. Similarly, a quasi-endowment fund refers to the ability for the endowment principal to be
expended in certain circumstances requiring only a board mandate. A trust fund denotes that the
gift cannot be used until such time a donor passes away. Fund groups are helpful in
understanding the type of financial management donors prefer when it comes to their gifts, but
they do not provide significant detailed insight into the impact of the gifts made, and were not
best to answer RQ4.
The alternative to answering RQ4 was to gather and analyze a data field that defines the
fund purpose, and there are 25 specific fund purposes available in this categorization. Fund
purpose provides additional insight into the potential impact of a gift and would offer study
results that could be more beneficial to the body of research. Therefore, RQ4 was evaluated
using the fund purpose for each gift transaction for each alumni donor record in the database (see
Table 4, p. 65).
As with the previous data files used in this study, alumni graduate donors are included for
analysis if they had a valid date of birth in the CRM. Estate gifts, or gifts made after the alumni
graduate has passed away, are not included in this study. The report will evaluate fund purpose
and count the number of gifts made throughout the lifetime of the donor through December 31,
2020. For RQ4, n = 21,118 donors with generation as the independent variable and fund purpose
as the dependent variable. Once the data was imported to SPSS, descriptive statistics were run
including: frequencies, measures of central tendencies, variances, and analysis of groups using
the means procedure. One-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was run to
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examine the interaction between the independent variable, generation, and the dependent
variable, fund purpose. RQ4 data analysis will address the following hypotheses:
H1: There is a relationship between the generational category and preference of gift
designation.
H0: There is no relationship between the generational category and preference of gift
designation.
Summary of Findings and Analysis – RQ4
The giving behaviors for n = 21,118 alumni graduate donors were analyzed to determine
if there was a relationship between generation and preference of gift designation (fund purpose).
Descriptive statistics run over 23 fund purposes showed for the overall population, the gift
designations with the highest means, or largest number of gifts designated by alumni graduate
donors, included: institutional/mission support (M = 5.98, SD = 13.50), student financial aid (M
= 1.37, SD = 5.36), athletics (M = 0.94, SD = 8.56), undesignated (M = 0.37, SD = 1.45),
construction (M = 0.15, SD = 0.67), library (M = 0.14, SD = 1.43), physical plant (M = 0.14, SD
= 1.75), and faculty/staff support (M = 0.13, SD = 1.31). Gift designations in support of
institutional/mission support and athletics had the greatest variability across the overall
population, n = 21,118.
A comparison of means identified the gift designations (fund purpose) most frequently
selected by alumni graduate donors were the same for each generational group, with varying
measures of central tendencies. The top three gift designations selected by Traditionalists
according to the mean number of gifts include: institutional/mission support (M = 7.44, SD =
12.10), student financial aid (M = 2.61, SD = 7.85), and athletics (M = 1.80, SD = 16.09) for n =
4,196. The top three gift designations selected by Baby Boomers are the same as those selected
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by the Traditionalists: institutional/mission support (M = 7.44, SD = 16.55), student financial aid
(M = 1.53, SD = 5.79), and athletics (M = 0.90, SD = 5.81). The trend continued with Generation
X analysis of means indicating the top gift designations were: institutional/mission support (M =
4.23, SD = 5.08), student financial aid (M = 0.62, SD = 2.50), and athletics (M = 0.61, SD =
5.08) for 6,358 Generation X donors. Lastly, Millennial alumni graduate donors most often
selected to designate their gifts to institutional/mission support (M = 2.66, SD = 10.22), student
financial aid (M = 0.60, SD = 2.65), and athletics (M = 0.38, SD = 2.13) for 2,183 Millennial
donors.
A one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted with generation the independent
variable and gift designation (fund purpose) the dependent variable. The results indicated that
there was a significant effect for many of the fund purposes between generational groups, thus
negating the null hypothesis and affirming H1, there is a relationship between generation and gift
designation (Table 61).
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Table 61
Between-Subjects Effects for Generation and Gift Designation (Fund Purpose)
Fund Purpose
Alumni Association
Athletics
Awards & Recognition
Academic Support
Chair
Construction
Dues
Equipment
Fellowship
Foundation Operations
Faculty & Staff Support
Internship
Institutional Mission Support
Lectureship
Library
Operations & Maintenance
Other
Public Service & Extension
Physical Plant
Professorship
Research
Student Financial Aid
Undesignated (Greatest Need)

F
27.27
20.53
18.07
1.26
16.29
207.18

Sig.
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
0.285
< 0.001
< 0.001

Partial ETA-squared
0.006
0.004
0.004
0.001
0.004
0.033

16.54
1.92
6.46
13.15

< 0.001
0.124
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.004
0.001
0.002
0.003

131.35
1.24
27.94
2.89
32.53
9.22
0.93
2.49
6.38
136.48
91.92

< 0.001
0.292
< 0.001
0.034
< 0.001
< 0.001
0.423
0.059
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.022
0.001
0.006
0.001
0.006
0.002
0.000
0.001
0.002
0.023
0.016

Several fund types, or general categories for gift designations, selected by alumni
graduate donors were found to have a relationship to their generational category. Results show
that gifts made to construction funds had a strong relationship to generation with F (3, 21114) =
207.18, p is less than .001 and partial n2 = 0.033, namely that the Traditionalists were the
primary generation of donors who supported designations with this fund purpose (M = 0.32, SD
= 1.04). A strong and significant relationship between generation and fund purpose was also
shown to exist for student financial aid with F (3,21114) = 136.48, p is less than .001 and partial
n2 = 0.023 and for institutional/mission support with F (3,21114) = 131.35, p is less than .001
and partial n2 = 0.022. Tukey’s post hoc procedure indicated that Traditionalists and Baby
Boomers were more likely to support the alumni association, fund chairs positions, support
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foundation operations and support equipment purchases than were the younger generations.
While all four generations were supporters of institutional and mission support, according to
Tukey’s post hoc procedure, the younger generations were less likely than older generations to
make these gifts.
The relationship between generation and the fund purpose undesignated, is also
significant and notable. Undesignated gifts are gifts made by donors to support the university
with the purpose left to the discretion of the administration. Usually undesignated gifts are
targeted toward the greatest needs of the institution such as current capital construction or
renovation projects, equipment upgrades or student financial aid. The findings for the
relationship between generation and undesignated as a fund purpose was F (3,21114) = 91.92, p
less than .001 and partial n2 = 0.016. It is notable that Traditionalists were the most likely
generation to select this gift designation (M = 0.58, SD = 1.76) and that Millennials were
unlikely to give unrestricted support (M = 0.03, SD = 0.16).
The relationship between generation and gift designation was not found to be significant
for these fund purposes: academic support, fellowship, lectureship, operations and maintenance,
physical plant and professorships. The frequencies of gifts made to these funds were also low,
with 99.8% of the population making one gift or less to academics and 98.8% of the population
making one gift or less to designations in the fund purpose of physical plant, n = 21,118.
Fellowship funds had 13 total gifts over the population, lectureships had 7 total gifts and
professorships had 6 total gifts; these low frequencies minimized the effects of statistical tests.
Summary of Findings and Analysis Across All Research Questions
This study examined historical giving data from a regional public four-year higher
education institution to explore the relationship between generation and giving behaviors.
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Alumni graduate donors with a valid date of birth, were pulled from a CRM at the institution.
For each data file, records were sorted by the date of birth which was subsequently replaced with
generational category. Data files were segmented into four generations: Traditionalists, Baby
Boomers, Generation X and Millennials. Analysis of the data and statistical operations provided
insight over four research questions and hypotheses.
RQ1 explored the relationship between generation and overall giving behaviors defined
by total lifetime giving amount and the total number of lifetime gifts made by alumni graduate
donors. Generation was the independent variable and the giving behavior data were the
dependent variables. With a statistically significant relationship identified between overall
giving behaviors for both total lifetime giving and the total number of gifts, the null hypothesis
was rejected and H1 for RQ1, through RQ1A and RQ1B, was confirmed.
RQ2 posited the hypothesis of a relationship existing between generation, giving
behaviors and alumni involvement in activities during their time as students. Both total amount
of lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts were analyzed across four generational
groups with data showing involvement in up to 11 types of student activities available in the
institution’s CRM. Generation was the independent variable, as were the total number of student
organizations and individually, each of the 11 types of student organizations. The dependent
variables were the giving behaviors, including both the total amount of lifetime giving and the
total number of lifetime gifts. A two-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
run over the data to test for H1, a relationship between generation and giving behaviors based
upon student involvement and engagement.
The results of RQ2 indicated that there was a significant relationship between generation,
giving behaviors and alumni involvement in several of the participation activities alumni donors
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engaged in while they were students. The estimated marginal means of total lifetime giving
showed that giving levels went down from oldest to youngest generations as did the total
participation in student organizations per graduate. Assessment of individual categories of
student activities resulted in mixed results, with statistically significant relationships identified
by generation and giving behaviors for participants involved in: honors organizations, athletics
(letter winners), and military organizations.
RQ3 examined gift payment methods by generational category for alumni graduate
donors. Specifically, transaction types analyzed included: cash and credit cards, stocks and
bonds, personal property, real estate and insurance policies. H1 was found to be affirmed as
there was a statistically significant relationship found between generation and transaction types:
cash and credit, stocks and bonds, and personal property gifts. Cash and credit card gifts were
evenly distributed amongst the generations by their number of gifts, as analyzed in RQ1. Stocks
and bonds gifts primarily came from the oldest generations and gifts of personal property were
most often given by Traditionalists, but were near equally given throughout the other
generational groups of alumni graduate donors.
RQ4 evaluated for a statistically significant relationship between generation and gift
designation. Data analysis determined that for all generations, the top three gift designations
(fund purpose) were: institutional mission support, student financial aid, and athletics support.
The results indicated that there was a statistically significant effect for many of the fund purposes
(dependent variable) between generational groups (independent variable), but not for all of them.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
Summary of Study
New research in fundraising for higher education analyzing generational giving behaviors
of alumni graduate donors could help universities better understand their giving results and
support the innovation of new fundraising strategies and best practices. This quantitative
research study sought to answer four research questions by examining the generational giving
behaviors of alumni graduate donors from a regional four-year public university. Competition for
donors and dollars between higher education and the non-profit sector has never been greater,
with Americans giving nearly $450 billion in philanthropic support to charitable organizations in
2019 (IUPUI, 2020). Alumni of higher education institutions are a natural constituency group
with a history of giving back to support student needs and programs. Generational giving
behaviors of alumni graduates are important to consider as significant wealth transfers are
forecast to take place as the Baby Boomers age and pass their wealth to the younger generations
(Beckman, 2020). The results of this study may provide a better understanding of alumni giving
behaviors and could help universities address declining participation rates for a group of
constituents who should be the most generous givers.
Considering alumni giving data by generation revealed a relationship between
generational category and giving behaviors. This longitudinal trend study analyzed historical
giving data retrieved from a regional four-year institution’s donor database managed by the
office of development. Donor records for alumni graduates with an existing and valid date of
birth were used for the study. Next, both giving and demographic information were retrieved out
of alumni graduate donor records to provide data for the study. The giving data included the
total dollar amount of lifetime giving, the total number of lifetime gifts, transactional information
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about asset types of the gifts, and the fund purposes of gift designations. Additionally, student
participation and engagement records were pulled from the database for analysis by generation.
In all, over 21,000 donor records were used for the study.
For each of the four research questions, the appropriate giving and demographic data was
imported into SPSS where statistical tests were run and analyzed. Tests for central tendencies,
especially frequencies, were used to identify giving behaviors and trends by generation. Twoway between groups ANOVA and one-way between groups ANOVA were used to look for
statistically significant findings identifying potential relationships in the giving behaviors
between generational groups. Analysis of the findings through four research questions showed
statistically significant relationships between generation and some of the giving behaviors of
alumni graduate donors.
Conclusions
Statistically Significant Relationship Between Generation and Overall Giving Behaviors
The study revealed a statistically significant relationship between generational category
and overall giving behaviors for alumni graduate donors of a public regional four-year
university. RQ1 posited the relationship between generation and giving behaviors through the
analysis of total overall lifetime giving as well as total number of lifetime gifts. The older the
generation, the greater the number of lifetime gifts and cumulative lifetime giving. Despite
being the third largest alumni donor population, behind Baby Boomers and Generation X,
Traditionalists had the highest mean number of gifts as well as the highest mean total lifetime
giving. The cumulative lifetime giving amount for the Traditionalists was found to be nearly
three times that of the total giving amount for Baby Boomers alumni graduate donors.
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Mixed Results for Relationship Analysis of Generation, Overall Giving and Student
Engagement and Participation
The study revealed mixed results in the evaluation for an existing relationship between
generational category, overall giving and student engagement and participation. Analysis of data
to answer RQ2 first considered a relationship between generation and giving behaviors through
the participation in any student organization or activity. The study found that 38% of alumni
graduate donors from this institution were known to have participated in a student organization.
The estimated marginal means of total lifetime giving showed that giving levels went down from
oldest to youngest generations as did the total participation in student organizations per graduate.
Statistically significant findings indicated a relationship for between-subjects interactions for
generation, total number of gifts, and total number of student activities. Findings were mixed
upon the analysis of individual student activities and engagement opportunities. Statistically
significant relationships were identified by generation and giving behaviors for participants
involved in: general student organizations, honors organizations, athletics (letter winners), and
military organizations. The strongest effects noted were for alumni graduate donors who
participated in general student organizations and honors organizations, where cumulative
lifetime total giving was found to be nearly twice as high for these organizations/activities across
all generational groups.
Statistically Significant Relationship Between Generation and Giving Transaction Type
The research showed a statistically significant between-group relationship for
generational group and the transaction types of cash and credit, stocks and bonds and gifts of
personal property. Cash and credit card gift transactions were evenly distributed amongst the
generations by their total number of lifetime gifts. Stocks and bonds gifts primarily came from
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the oldest generations. Gifts of personal property were most often given by Traditionalists, but
were nearly equal given throughout the other generational groups of alumni graduate donors.
Mixed Results for Relationship Analysis of Generation and Gift Designation
The study revealed mixed results for relationship analysis of generational group and gift
designations for alumni graduate donors. Data analysis determined that for all generations, the
top three gift designations (fund purpose) out of 23 possible options ranked in order of highest
frequency were: institutional mission support, student financial aid, and athletics support.
Additionally, the highest means for both total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts
were consistent with donors who designated their gifts to these fund purposes as well. The
results indicated that there was a statistically significant effect for all of the fund purposes except
over: academic support, fellowship, lectureship, operations and maintenance, physical plant and
professorships.
Relationships Between the Findings of This Study and Other Research
A review of the literature on topics of generation, giving behaviors, fundraising efforts
and results was supported through the findings of this study. First, the study supported the
research on the size of generational groups. Research showed the Baby Boomer generation as
the largest American generation in history, with over 76 million living (Adcox, 2015). Even with
this study narrowing alumni populations to focus solely on alumni graduate donors, the size of
the Baby Boomer population carried through to the results with this group being the largest
generational population in the study. Secondly, Traditionalists have been described as thrifty,
loyal and focused on duty before pleasure which supports the findings in this study that this
generation is the most generous (Wiedmer, 2015).
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This study also affirmed findings of previous research on giving and student engagement.
Astin’s (1985) theory on student involvement as well as research by Tiger and Preston (2013)
showed how student involvement positively affects subsequent alumni giving. This study
confirmed the findings that alumni graduates are more likely to give more over a lifetime if they
participated in student activities, regardless of their generational group. Additionally, this study
subject executes personalized giving programs, which have been shown to be more successful,
and doing so by student engagement may have been a positive effect for this university’s giving
program (Wiedmer, 2015).
Results from this study pertaining to generation and giving transaction type may also
support previous research specific to the generational wealth transfer and gifts of personal
property. Previous research estimates that over the next 20 years, Generation X will inherit up to
$48 trillion but most of the wealth transfer will eventually go to the Millennials because of the
sheer size of that generational group (Beckman, 2020). Results from this study may indicate that
the wealth transfer is already beginning. Data analysis from this study shows that gifts of
personal property made to this subject University are near even amongst the Baby Boomers,
Generation X and the Millennials. These personal property items may be items inherited by
younger generations, but a closer analysis of these gift details would be necessary to firmly assert
that claim.
Previous research pertaining to the Millennial generation and giving behaviors was also
affirmed through this study. Research showed that Millennials are selective in how and why they
give back to their alma mater (McDearmon, 2010). Additionally, the research indicated that
focused appeals asking for Millennial alumni support were more effective when emphasizing a
specific impact (Williams, et al., 2010; Gose, 2015; McCurry & Martins, 2010; as cited in
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Gorczyca & Hartman, 2017). In analysis of generation and gift designation, this study found that
Millennials do not give undesignated support, meaning that their giving is focused on specific
areas of impact. The findings of this study thereby support this Millennial giving focus revealed
through the previous research.
Discussion
Implications from Analysis of Generation and Overall Alumni Graduate Donor Giving
Behavior
It makes logical sense that alumni graduate donors of the older generations would have
had more time to accumulate wealth and make more gifts - and more significant gifts - than
donors from the younger generations, and this study offered statistical confirmation of that
inference as well additional insights. This study showed that donors from the Traditionalist and
Baby Boomer generations had similar mean number of gifts and Standard Deviation, double the
numbers from the Generation X and Millennial donors. According to the data, Traditionalists
gave less often than the Baby Boomers, but when they did give, they gave larger gifts, with an
overall mean for total lifetime giving at a level three times the overall mean for the overall
population. This study also showed Generation X had the second highest number of alumni
graduate donors, indicating a strong participation in the overall alumni giving pool.
Higher education fundraising teams may use the findings of this study to confirm or
consider modifying their strategies pertaining to both donor participation and legacy giving.
First, both Baby Boomer and Generation X alumni graduate donors are going to give for the
long-term. They are loyal and give the greatest number of gifts of any of the generational
groups. Fundraising teams should focus on these two generational groups for long-term
participation efforts and should focus on renewing that support each year along with asking for a
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slight increase in giving (also known as upgrading support). A closer look at Traditionalist
alumni graduate donors suggests that long-term cultivation for a potential significant major gift
is a winning strategy versus aiming for consistent annual giving.
Inferences from Analysis of Generation, Alumni Graduate Donor Giving Behavior and
Student Engagement
While this study confirmed previous research that engaged students became generous
alumni donors, there were specifics by generation in the findings worth further discussion. First,
overall data analysis indicated that the more activities participated in by students, the higher the
number of gifts given as alumni graduates. Specifically, participation in three to five activities
yielded the highest giving means across all generational groups. The Traditionalists and
Generation X both showed highest giving at three activities. The higher the number of activities
participated in by the Baby Boomers, the higher their giving. The Millennial alumni graduate
donors had their greatest giving occur when they participated in five activities. The impact on
mean total giving for participation was highest for Generation X, suggesting that they give twice
as much if they have participated in three or more activities as students.
For higher education fundraising efforts, this study has practical implications for strategy
on alumni participation campaigns. First, if a fundraising team is interested in boosting alumni
graduate donor participation rates, they should focus their effort by spending funding and time
cultivating and soliciting alumni who have participated in three to five organizations or activities
while they were students. This study also found that alumni graduate donors who participated in
music programs and organizations made more gifts across every generational group, indicating
that they would also help boost alumni participation numbers. Finally, the findings of this study
support fundraising efforts that target honors and athletics participants; this study showed the
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greatest number of alumni donors participated in honors organizations, and athletic letter winners
were also very engaged with the second highest participation rates overall.
For fundraising teams with a focus on generating growth to total giving, this study offers
additional recommendations. First, athletic letter winners are not only engaged in higher
participation rates, this study’s analysis of Generation X athletic winners shows significantly
higher means of total giving compared to other generations. Second, focus for major gift
development on those older generation alumni who participated in military organizations as
students could be successful. Traditionalist alumni graduate donors in this study who
participated in military organizations had much higher total cumulative lifetime giving than
compared to other generations. Finally, Millennial alumni graduate donors in this study who
participated in academic team as students gave twice as much as those that did not participate
and they had the highest mean total giving, making this group excellent prospective donors.
Implications from Analysis of Generation and Giving Transaction Type
Analysis of gift transaction data from this study indicates a need for increased donor
education and modification in fundraising methods to allow for more complicated gift strategies
in higher education fundraising. The data showed that for this University, the majority of giving
is done through cash and credit card. Gifts made through cash and credit card are transactional
gifts; they are easy and require little advance planning or effort. This University, and likely
others who may have similar giving trends, should focus on the education of donors, and their
fundraising teams, as to the advantages of giving gifts of stock. Data from this study indicates
these gifts have higher average amounts and are likely to be repeated once the process is
successfully completed the first time. According to this study, both Baby Boomers and
Generation X are the top generations using stock giving, suggesting that university fundraising
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teams could market this giving transaction type to younger generations and see returns from this
effort.
Implications from Analysis of Generation and Gift Designations
The results of this study found common gift designations amongst all generational groups
of alumni graduate donors. Comprehensively, the alumni graduate donor population supported
the University through gifts designated to institutional mission priorities, student financial aid
and athletics, in that order. Fundraising teams should use this information to ensure that all
giving campaigns are designed to offer options that include these three areas of gift designations.
Further, this University should also closely examine the data to see what the individual
generational groups are not supporting at the institution. This study found that Millennials do
not support the greatest needs of the institution through undesignated or unrestricted giving.
Additionally, Traditionalists were the only generation supporting construction funds at the
university; while these gifts tend to be larger gifts supporting capital projects, this should still be
considered when planning fundraising campaigns.
Implications for P-20
This study has several potential implications across P-20 education. First, public funding
models across the P-20 continuum could be enhanced with private support. Many school
systems have funds established with community foundations or have formed their own district
501 (c)(3) foundations of their own. These entities support construction projects, special
educational opportunities, and classroom supplies. School districts may reach out to their alumni
for support of these projects and having a better understanding of how their alumni may respond
to fundraising projects would improve their success. Further, understanding engagement
interests of their former students could help support P-20 mentoring opportunities for current
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students. P-20 systems could also encourage their students to be engaged in activities, as this
study showed how engaged students later give back as alumni. Finally, fundraising efforts by
colleges and universities secure alumni giving for scholarships and these private dollars impact
access to education for the P-20 system’s students. When students receive financial support, this
can create a culture of philanthropy, ensuring a cycle of giving by alumni and impacting students
for generations to come.
Limitations of the Study
The most significant limitations of this study pertain to the reporting capabilities of the
CRM used by the University and the historical record-keeping of alumni graduate information.
First, this study intended to examine alumni graduate donor giving behaviors by examining
overall giving behaviors at a specific point in their lifetimes, such as at age 40. However, due to
limitations in the reporting capabilities of the CRM used by the University, the giving data could
not be pulled out in an efficient manner using both current age, birth date and only those gift
transactions that had occurred by that point in time. Similarly, the study could have been more
helpful if the transaction types could have separated out credit card gifts from cash/check gifts.
Early on in the methodology, it was discovered that the CRM system could not handle compiling
the hundreds of thousands of gift transactions and analyze them compared to the multiple data
tables needed to effectively pull that information.
The study is also limited by the historical record-keeping of the alumni graduate donor
student participation information. The University had to rely on the accurate and timely
reporting of several offices to gather the student participation information and then ensure it was
correctly entered into the CRM. Some of this data is also self-reported by alumni, so it may not
be complete or accurate. Additionally, previous staffing and leadership in the development
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office may have interpreted some of the student participation information differently and had
staff enter it using different interpretations, resulting in inconsistent information.
Limitations for this study may also exist in the results of RQ2. This question explored a
relationship between generation and giving behaviors for alumni donors who participated in
activities as students. Yockey (2018) suggests that a two-way between subjects ANOVA is used
when two independent variables are evaluated on a continuous dependent variable. Both
independent variables (generation and participation) were measured on the dependent variable,
giving (for both total lifetime giving and total number of lifetime gifts). By definition, this test
seemed to fit the best to determine if there is a relationship between student activity participation,
generation and giving behaviors.
Once the study progressed, RQ2 could have had further statistical analysis and a two-way
within subjects ANOVA may have been appropriate to provide additional insight for giving
behaviors and student involvement within generational groups. Consider these findings from
this study for RQ2: 3,894 Traditionalist donors did not participate in athletics and their mean
overall lifetime giving was $4,688.21, whereas 303 Traditionalist donors did participate in
athletics and their mean total giving was $22,674.80. The results of this analysis for various
activities allowed for comparison of giving behaviors within the generational groups and
suggests a two-way within groups ANOVA may have better analyzed data for RQ2. Therefore,
the results of the study pertaining to RQ2 may be limited due to the original selection of the
statistical test.
Recommendation for Further Research
This study on generational giving in higher education focused on alumni graduate donor
giving behaviors in generational groups and provided a pathway for future research in several
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possible areas. First, future research may focus on considering participation rates of overall
alumni populations by generation to look for additional trends in donor behaviors. Closely tied to
this study, interesting findings around designation surfaced and future research could test for a
relationship between student involvement and gift designation. Second, future research could
consider a more detailed examination of gift designations and possible connections to
generational experiences. Next, as the great generational wealth transfer begins to take place, a
closer look at family giving trends would be helpful in legacy alumni giving strategies for
fundraising teams in higher education. Another possible area of research could expand outside
of giving behaviors and look closer at alumni populations and their dedication to service work
and volunteering by generation. Overall, the importance of successful fundraising to higher
education institutions prompts continued and expanded research across all populations of alumni
donors.
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